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GUNNISON 
PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

AND 
FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


Draft  ( )  Final  (X) 

Lead  Agency:   The  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Type  of  Action:   Administrative  (X)  Legislative  ( ) 

Abstract:  This  is  the  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Gunnison  Planning  Area  of  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area.  Included  as  Appendix  I  is  the  retitled 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  Study  Analysis  For  The  Lake  Fork  of  The  Gunnison  River  and  Other  Streams  in 
The  Planning  Area. 

This  document  responds  to  public  comments  on  the  Draft  Gunnison  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DRMP),  and  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Study  Report  for  the  lake  Fork 
of  The  Gunnison  River  (Included  as  Appendix  I  of  the  DRMP).  This  document  corrects  errors  found  in 
the  DRMP  and,  based  on  public  comments  and  internal  BLM  review,  adopts  a  refined  and  modified 
version  of  the  Preferred  Alternative,  and  accompanying  environmental  consequences,  that  was  presented 
in  the  DRMP.  The  modified  Preferred  Alternative  is  the  Bureau  of  Land  management's  Proposed 
Resource  Management  Plan. 

This  document  incorporates  by  reference  the  DRMP  which  was  released  in  March,  1991;  the  DRMP  must 
be  used  in  conjunction  with  this  document. 

For  further  information  on  this  PRMP,  contact  Bill  Bottomly,  RMP  Team  Leader,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  2505  South  Townsend  Avenue,  Montrose,  Colorado  81401;  telephone  commercial 
(303)249-6047  or  FTS  322-7327. 

Protests  to  this  PRMP  must  be  received  within  30  days  of  the  date  of  the  publication  of  the  Notice  of 
Availability  by  the  U.   S.   Environmental  Protection  Agency  in  the  Federal  Register. 


PROTEST  PROCEDURES 

The  resource  management  planning  process  includes  an  opportunity  for  administrative  review  via  a  plan  protest  to 
the  BLM  Director  if  you  believe  the  approval  of  the  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (PRMP)  would  be  in  error.  (See  43  CFR  1610.5-2)  Careful  adherence  to  these  guidelines  will 
assist  in  preparing  a  protest  that  will  assure  the  greatest  consideration  to  your  point  of  view. 

Only  those  persons  or  organizations  who  participated  in  our  planning  process  leading  to  this  PRMP  may  protest. 
If  our  records  do  not  indicate  that  you  had  any  involvement  in  any  stage  in  the  preparation  of  the  PRMP,  your 
protest  will  be  dismissed  without  any  further  review. 

A  protesting  party  may  raise  only  those  issues  which  he  or  she  submitted  for  the  record  during  the  planning  process. 
New  issues  raised  in  the  protest  period  should  be  directed  to  the  Montrose  District  or  Gunnison  Area  Manager  for 
consideration  in  plan  implementation,  as  a  potential  plan  amendment,  or  as  otherwise  appropriate. 

The  period  for  filing  a  plan  protest  begins  when  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  publishes  in  the  Federal 
Register  its  Notice  of  Availability  of  the  Final  environmental  impact  statement  containing  the  PRMP.  The  protest 
period  extends  for  30  days.  There  is  no  provision  for  any  extension  of  time.  To  be  considered  "timely",  your 
protest  must  be  postmarked  no  later  than  the  last  day  of  the  protest  period.  Also,  although  not  a  requirement,  we 
suggest  that  you  send  your  protest  by  certified  mail,  return  receipt  requested. 

Protests  must  be  in  writing  to: 

Director  (760) 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

1849  "C"  Street,  NW 

Washington,  D.C.  20240 

In  order  to  be  considered  complete,  your  protest  must  contain,  at  a  minimum,  the  following  information: 

1.  The  name,  mailing  address,  telephone  number,  and  interest  of  the  person  filing  the  protest. 

2.  A  statement  of  the  issue  or  issues  being  protested. 

3.  A  statement  of  the  part  or  parts  of  the  PRMP  being  protested.  To  the  extent  possible,  this  should  be 
done  by  reference  to  specific  pages,  paragraphs,  sections,  tables,  maps,  etc. ,  included  in  the  document. 

4.  A  copy  of  all  documents  addressing  the  issue  or  issues  that  you  submitted  during  the  planning  process, 
or  a  reference  to  the  date  the  issue  or  issues  were  discussed  by  you  for  the  record. 

5.  A  concise  statement  explaining  why  the  Colorado  BLM  State  Director's  proposed  decision  is  believed 
to  be  incorrect.  This  is  a  critical  part  of  your  protest.  Take  care  to  document  all  relevant  facts.  As  much 
as  possible,  reference  or  cite  the  planning  documents,  environmental  analysis  documents,  or  available 
planning  records  (i.e.,  meeting  minutes  or  summaries,  correspondence,  etc.).  A  protest  which  merely 
expresses  disagreement  with  the  Colorado  BLM  State  Director's  proposed  decision,  without  any  data,  will 
not  provide  us  with  the  benefit  of  your  information  and  insight.  In  this  case,  the  Director's  review  will 
be  based  on  the  existing  analysis  and  supporting  data. 

At  the  end  of  the  30-day  protest  period  and  after  the  Governor's  consistency  review,  the  PRMP,  excluding  any 
portions  under  protest,  will  become  final.  Approval  will  be  withheld  on  any  portion  of  the  PRMP  under  protest 
until  final  action  has  been  completed  on  such  protest. 
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SUMMARY  OF  THE  PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


This  Gunnison  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (PRMP) 
identifies  and  describes  the  future  management  of  the 
lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  in  the  Gunnison  Planning  Area 
and  Gunnison  Resource  Area,  in  west-central 
Colorado  for  the  next  10-12  years.  The  planning  area 
encompasses  a  total  of  approximately  960,730  acres 
in  the  BLM's  Montrose  District.  The  BLM  has 
administrative  responsibility  for  the  land  and 
resources  on  585,012  surface  acres  and  726,918  acres 
of  mineral  estate  within  the  planning  area. 

A  summary  of  the  description  of  the  proposed  plan, 
presented  under  resource  or  resource  use  headings, 
follows.  Please  refer  to  Chapter  Four  of  this  PRMP 
for  the  complete  description  of  the  PRMP.  Table  1-1 
in  this  chapter  compares  the  management  under  the 
proposed  plan  and  Alternatives  A  (Continuation  of 
Current  Management),  B,  C,  D,  and  E  (Preferred 
Alternative),  as  presented  in  the  March,  1991,  Draft 
Gunnison  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DRMP). 

The  PRMP  is  an  abbreviated  document,  in  that  the 
entire  DRMP  is  not  reprinted  in  this  document.  The 
DRMP  may  have  to  be  referred  to  during  review  of 
this  document. 

NARRATIVE  SUMMARY 

Air  Quality.  Existing  air  quality  would  be 
maintained.  Activities  and  projects  would  comply 
with  all  air  quality  regulations. 

Oil,      Gas,     and     Geothermal     Resources. 

Approximately  623,416  acres  of  federal  oil,  gas,  and 
geothermal  estate  would  be  open  to  leasing  with 
standard  terms;  about  26,205  acres  would  be  open  to 
leasing  with  yearlong,  no  surface  occupancy 
stipulations;  about  13,166  acres  would  be  open  to 
leasing  with  controlled  surface  use  stipulations;  and 
about  11,823  acres  would  be  open  to  leasing  with 
seasonal  stipulations.  About  46,007  acres  in  the 
Powderhora  Primitive  Area  SRMA  would  be  closed 
to  oil  and  gas  exploration,  development,  and  leasing. 


Loca table  Minerals.  Approximately  672,891  acres 
of  Federal  mineral  estate  would  be  open  to  mineral 
entry  and  location.  About  54,047  acres  would  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location,  including 
lands  within  the  Alpine  Loop  National  Backcountry 
Byway,  Red  Bridge  and  The  Gate  campgrounds, 
Powderhora  Primitive  Area  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area  (SRMA)  and  Cochetopa  Canyon 
SRMA,  the  recommended  Slumgullion  Earthflow 
National  Natural  Landmark,  the  American  Basin,  and 
the  Dillon  Pinnacles  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACECs),  isolated  parcels  along  Cebolla 
Creek,  plus  BLM  and  other  agencies'  miscellaneous 
withdrawals. 

Saleable  Minerals.  Disposal  of  mineral  materials 
would  be  authorized  on  505,900  acres  of  public  land 
with  federal  mineral  estate.  Disposal  on  173,221  of 
these  acres  would  be  subject  to  seasonal  restrictions. 
Disposal  on  lands  within  other  agency  withdrawals 
would  require  approval  of  these  agencies.  Disposal 
would  not  be  authorized  on  61,855  acres. 

Soil  and  Water  Resources.  Soil  and  water  resources 
would  continue  to  be  monitored  to  define  problem 
areas,  and  to  determine  effectiveness  of  solutions. 
Measures  to  reduce  erosion  and  increase  plant  basal 
cover  on  soils  with  moderate  to  severe  erosion 
potential  would  be  designed  and  incorporated  into 
vegetation  or  land  treatment  plans.  Best  management 
practices,  and  other  measures  designed  to  reduce  soil 
erosion  and  water  quality  deterioration  would  be 
required  in  all  plans  involving  surface  disturbance. 
Water  rights  would  be  applied  for  where  appropriate. 
All  actions  under  the  proposed  plan  would  comply 
with  federal  and  state  water  quality  standards  and 
regulations.  New  water  source  developments  would 
consider  riparian  values,  and  existing  water  source 
developments  would  be  maintained,  improved,  or 
reclaimed. 

Implementation  and  intensive  management  of  Long 
Gulch  Sediment  Control  and  Riparian  Habitat 
Improvement  Plan,  and  other  such  plans,  would 
continue.  About  320  acres  in  the  Wildcat  Creek 
drainage  would  continue  to  be  managed  to  maintain 
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the  quality  of  Crested  Butte's  water  supply.  Soil 
erosion  and  watershed  improvement  projects  would 
be  permitted  on  28,215  acres  in  the  recommended 
West  Antelope  Creek  ACEC  if  compatible  with 
management  of  crucial  big  game  winter  range,  and 
within  the  recommended  4,565  acre  South  Beaver 
Creek  ACEC  if  compatible  with  protection  and 
management  of  skiff  milkvetch  (Astragalus 
microcymbus),  or  management  of  other  special  status 
species. 

Vegetation.  Vegetation  would  generally  be  managed 
to  achieve  at  least  a  late  serai  ecological  status. 
Specific,  desired  plant  communities  would  be 
identified  in  activity  plans,  as  would  any  exceptions 
for  managing  vegetation  to  achieve  other  than  a  late 
ecological  status.  In  riparian  areas,  vegetative 
management  objectives  would  be  aimed  at 
maintaining,  restoring,  or  improving  the  diversity, 
vigor,  and  quality  of  herbaceous  and  woody  plants 
necessary  for,  (1)  the  hydrologic  functioning  of 
riparian  systems,  (2)  the  control  of  accelerated  soil 
erosion  and  (3)  sustained  high  quality  livestock  forage 
and  wildlife  habitat. 

Riparian  Zones.  Existing  riparian  demonstration 
areas  and  improvements  would  continue  to  be 
managed  and  maintained.  Riparian  areas  would  be 
inventoried  and  prioritized  where  necessary  to 
determine  site-specific  management  strategies. 
Strategies,  projects,  or  improvements  would  be 
included  in  activity  plans,  such  as  Coordinated 
Resource  Management  Activity  Plans  (CRMAPs)  and 
would  be  implemented  first  in  high  priority  areas. 
Measures  designed  to  minimize  site-specific  riparian 
deterioration  would  be  required  in  all  plans  for 
surface-disturbing  activities.  Special  road  construction 
standards  and  protective  measures  would  apply  in 
riparian  areas,  in  order  to  retain  and  protect  as  much 
riparian  vegetation,  soils,  and  water  as  possible.  No 
commercial  timber  harvesting,  logging  decks,  or 
staging  areas  would  occur  in  riparian  areas  or  within 
an  adjacent  30-foot  area  either  side  of  riparian  zones, 
unless  wildlife  or  riparian  values  would  be  improved. 
Existing  water  source  developments  or  roads  that 
occur  within  riparian  areas  would  be  relocated, 
redesigned,  or  modified  if  study  shows  that  the 
hydrologic  condition  or  riparian  system  is  being 
negatively  impacted.  New  water  sources  would  be 


developed  with  concern  for  the  protection  of  riparian 
areas. 

About  56  miles  (1,000  acres)  of  riparian  areas  in 
Management  Units  1 1  and  14  would  be  managed  to 
improve  and  maintain  vegetation  to  help  optimize 
sage  grouse  populations.  About  99  miles  (1,800 
acres)  of  riparian  zones  in  Management  Unit  12, 
crucial  big  game  winter  range,  would  be  managed  to 
increase  production  and  diversity  of  vegetation  to 
help  support  wintering  big  game.  A  Habitat 
Management  Plan  (HMP)  would  be  prepared  for 
Management  Unit  12,  and  would  include  riparian 
zone  management  strategies.  Riparian  improvement 
projects  would  be  permitted  along  58  miles  of 
riparian  areas  containing  fisheries  or  potential 
fisheries  in  Management  Unit  15,  if  compatible  with 
fishery  management. 

Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal  Species  and 
Habitat.  Habitat  supporting  existing  populations  of 
threatened  and  endangered  species  (T  &  E  spp.) 
would  be  maintained  and  protected  to  insure  suitable 
habitat  conditions  and  viable  populations.  Monitoring 
and  inventories  would  continue  to  be  conducted  to 
provide  information  for  future  management. 
Measures  to  protect  T  &  E  spp.  and  their  existing  or 
potential  habitat  would  be  required  for  surface- 
disturbing  activities,  including  mining,  drilling, 
facility  construction,  mineral  material  disposal,  and 
similar  activities.  Pre-disturbance  clearances  and 
consultations  with  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  (USF  &  WS)  would  continue  to  be 
conducted.  Supplemental      releases      or      the 

reintroduction  of  T  &  E  spp.  could  be  authorized. 

Redcloud  Peak  and  South  Beaver  Creek  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs), 
Management  units  5  and  8  respectively,  totalling 
10,512  acres  in  size,  would  be  designated  and 
managed  to  protect  and  enhance  skiff  milkvetch  and 
Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly  populations  and 
habitat. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management.  The  HMP  for  the 
Planning  Area  would  be  revised  and  implemented  in 
accordance  with  BLM's  Fish  and  Wildlife  Plan  for 
Colorado-Program  for  the  Future.  Public  lands 
would  be  managed  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  wildlife, 
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include,  but  would  not  be  limited  to,  methods  to 
manage  public  lands  to  help  meet  CDOW  long  range 
herd  goals,  within  carrying  capacities  of  the  habitat, 
and  maintain  or  improve  vegetation  communities  to 
benefit  both  game  and  non-game  wildlife.  New  or 
additional  forage  made  available  as  a  result  of 
wildlife  management  projects  or  treatments  would  be 
used  first  to  satisfy  watershed  objectives,  as  defined 
in  the  Montrose  District  Soil  Erosion  Monitoring 
Guidelines.  See  Appendix  N  for  more  detail 
regarding  meeting  watershed  objectives.  Any  excess 
available  forage  would  then  be  used  to  meet 
objectives  of  individual  wildlife  projects. 

The  BLM  would  continue  to  participate  in  the 
Colorado  Habitat  Partnership  Program,  aimed  at 
helping  eliminate  or  mitigate  conflicts  between 
livestock  and  wildlife  forage  utilization. 

Terrestrial  Wildlife  and  Habitat 

Elk  and  Deer  habitat:  Measures  to  increase 
important  deer  and  elk  winter  shrub  species  on 
uplands  and  riparian  areas  on  public  lands  within 
crucial  deer  and  elk  winter  ranges  would  be 
determined  and  implemented  to  help  achieve,  within 
carrying  capacities  of  the  habitat,  Colorado  Division 
of  Wildlife  (CDOW)  long-range  herd  goals  of  9,000 
elk  and  16,600  deer.  Crucial  winter  ranges  and 
commercial  forest  lands  would  continue  to  be 
inventoried  and  monitored  to  gather  information 
pertinent  for  big  game  management.  Public  lands 
would  be  inventoried  to  identify  elk  calving  areas. 
Temporary  reductions  in  big  game  numbers  would  be 
recommended  if  necessary  in  order  to  achieve  proper 
use  levels  and  better  forage  conditions  on  habitat 
receiving  heavy  utilization  by  wildlife.  Temporary 
reductions  in  CDOW's  long-range  herd  goals  would 
be  recommended  in  certain  Game  Management  Units 
(GMUs)  until  the  vigor  and  production  of  important 
habitat  species  increases  such  that  long-range  goals 
could  be  supported.  Permanent  reductions  in  elk  and 
deer  numbers  in  GMU  64  south  and  east  of 
Cimarron,  in  Management  Unit  12,  would  be 
recommended  and  implemented  in  order  to  reduce 
resource     conflicts.  West     Antelope     ACEC, 

Management  Unit  7,  totalling  28,215  acres,    would 


be  designated  and  managed  to  improve  habitat  for 
wintering  elk,  deer,  and  bighorn  sheep.  A  HMP 
would  be  prepared  for  76,192  acres  of  crucial  deer 
and  elk  winter  range  in  Management  Unit  12. 

Pronghorn  Antelope  and  Bighorn  Sheep:  Pronghorn 
antelope  and  bighorn  sheep  habitat  would  be  managed 
for  500  animals  of  each  species.  Inventories  would 
be  completed  to  identify  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas 
and  suitable  winter  ranges,  and  suitable  areas  in 
which  to  establish  new  populations  of  bighorn  sheep 
and  pronghorn  antelope.  Supplemental  releases  and 
rein  traductions  could  be  authorized.  Monitoring 
studies  would  be  established  within  pronghorn 
antelope  ranges.  Management  Unit  10  would  be 
managed  to  minimize  disturbance  to  bighorn  sheep 
and  potential  lambing  areas  along  Cebolla  and 
Cochetopa  Creeks,  and  a  HMP  would  be  prepared 
for  these  lands. 

Sage  Grouse  and  Other  Upland  Game  Bird  Habitat: 
Sagebrush  and  riparian  vegetation  on  public  lands 
would  be  managed  to  support  approximately  9,000 
sage  grouse.  Identified  sage  grouse  habitat,  including 
nesting,  brood-rearing,  and  wintering  areas,  would  be 
maintained  or  improved.  Sage  grouse  strutting 
grounds,  or  leks,  would  be  protected  by  seasonally 
restricting  or  excluding  surface-disturbing  activities. 

The  introduction  of  Merrians'  turkey  and  Columbian 
sharp  tailed  grouse  would  be  considered  for  lands 
with  suitable  habitat. 

Non-game  Wildlife  Habitat:  Non-game  species 
habitat  would  be  enhanced  by  improving  or 
maintaining  a  variety  of  vegetation  communities,  and 
management  within  commercial  forest  lands.  Raptor 
nesting  inventories  and  monitoring  would  be 
conducted  or  updated  to  identify  nesting  areas  and 
establish  population  trends.  Disturbance  to  or  near 
raptor  nest  sites  would  be  excluded  or  restricted, 
depending  on  the  species. 

Other  Terrestrial  Wildlife:  The  introduction  of  moose 
would  be  considered  within  the  Powderhorn  Primitive 
Area  Special  Recreation  Area  (SRMA),  Management 
Unit  2,  if  Congress  does  not  designate  the  unit  as  a 
wilderness  area. 
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Fishery  Resources  (Aquatic  Habitat) 

Fishery  streams  and  associated  riparian  areas  would 
be  managed  to  improve  their  overall  condition  in 
order  to  enhance  fisheries.  Streams  and  aquatic 
habitat  would  be  inventoried  and  monitored  to 
determine  site-specific  management  strategies  that 
would  be  implemented  as  activity  plans  are  carried 
out.  The  BLM  and  Forest  Service  Recreational 
Fisheries  Policy,  1990,  would  be  implemented. 
Measures  designed  to  prevent  fishery  stream  or 
riparian  zone  deterioration  would  be  required  in  all 
plans  for  surface-disturbing  activities. 

Instream  water  flow  appropriations  would  be  pursued 
on  113  miles  of  fishery  streams  in  order  to  ensure  a 
sufficient  amount  of  water  for  fisheries  maintenance 
and  protection.  About  57  miles  of  streams  in 
Management  Unit  IS  would  be  intensively  managed 
to  improve  fishery  conditions. 

Livestock  grazing  would  be  temporarily  eliminated 
along  North  Willow  Creek  in  grazing  Allotment  6202 
(in  the  West  Antelope  Creek  ACEC,  Management 
Unit  7),  and  within  1/4  mile  of  Los  Pinos  Creek  in 
unit  13  in  order  to  allow  riparian  conditions  to 
recover.  Fishery  improvement  projects  would  be 
permitted  in  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  SRMA, 
Management  Unit  2,  if  compatible  with  the  objectives 
of  the  unit. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management.  About  470,460 
acres  of  public  land  suitable  for  grazing  would  be 
available  for  grazing  in  existing  allotments,  with 
about  46,904  Animal  Unit  Months  (AUMs)  being 
available  for  allocation.  Public  lands  unsuitable  or 
unavailable  for  livestock  grazing  would  continue  to  be 
excluded  from  livestock  grazing  unless  monitoring  or 
other  sources  of  data  indicate  that  the  areas  may  be 
used  for  grazing.  Public  lands  suitable  for  grazing  is 
defined  in  this  document  as  those  lands  that  contain 
those  physical  features  that  are  conducive  to  domestic 
livestock  grazing,  regardless  of  whether  grazing  is 
currently  permitted.  Lands  unsuitable  for  domestic 
livestock  grazing  do  not  possess  these  features. 
About  64,192  acres  have  been  identified  in  the 
Planning  Area  that  are  not  suitable  for  grazing. 
Livestock  use  would  be  restricted,  either  seasonally 
or  otherwise,  on  approximately  201,644  acres 


of  public  land.  Allotment  categorization  would  be 
re-examined  as  needed  based  upon  a  change  in 
categorization  factors  identified  from  monitoring  data 
or  other  management  and  resource  information. 
Allotment  categorization  and  management  levels  in 
the  1987  Rangeland  Program  Summary  update  would 
continue  for  all  "M"  and  "C"  allotments,  unless 
monitoring  data  or  other  management  or  resource 
information  indicate  adjustments  are  necessary.  On 
category  "I"  allotments,  existing  management  and/or 
forage  allocation  levels  would  be  adjusted  if 
necessary  to  achieve  or  maintain  a  desired  plant 
community  and  to  meet  the  following  resource  needs: 

1)  a  forage  utilization  level  in  uplands  would 
be  maintained  during  the  grazing  period  of 
use  that  would  allow  for  plant  health  or 
maintenance,  watershed  cover  needs,  and 
that  would  provide  quality  forage  and 
wildlife  cover.  Within  allotments  not 
covered  by  activity  plans  or  grazing 
agreements  that  prescribe  grazing  strategies 
designed  to  meet  these  needs,  the  maximum 
use  level  in  uplands  during  the  grazing 
period  of  use  would  be  40-60%  of  the 
current  year's  production  by  weight  on  key 
forage  species. 

2)  forage  utilization  levels  in  riparian  zones, 
except  those  in  units  14  and  15,  would  not 
exceed  40%  to  60%  of  key  herbaceous 
forage  species,  with  a  2-1/2  inch  minimum 
stubble  height  that  would  be  maintained 
throughout  the  grazing  period  of  use. 

3)  a  minimum  stubble  height  of  4"  within  all 
riparian  zones  in  Management  Unit  14 
would  be  maintained  from  June  15  through 
July  31,  and  a  minimum  stubble  of  2  1/2" 
would  be  required  at  all  other  times. 

4)  a  minimum  stubble  height  of  4"  in  all 
riparian  zones  in  Management  Unit  15,  and 
some  in  unit  2,  would  be  maintained  during 
the  grazing  period  of  use. 


Livestock  grazing  in  some  Management  Units  would 
be  further  modified  to  resolve  resource  conflicts,  and 
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additional  modifications  could  occur  if  studies 
indicate  changes  are  necessary,  particularly  in 
riparian  areas.  Refer  to  Management  Unit 
prescriptions  and  the  Livestock  Grazing  section  of 
Standard  Management,  Chapter  Four,  for  details  on 
livestock  grazing  and  exceptions  or  flexibility  to  these 
measures. 

Throughout  the  Planning  Area,  range  readiness 
criteria  in  Table  B-l,  Appendix  B,  would  be 
considered  when  earlier-than-permitted  turnout  dates 
are  requested,  and  would  be  implemented  and 
incorporated  according  to  Livestock  Grazing  Standard 
Management. 

Additional  forage  made  available  for  livestock  would 
be  allocated  in  accordance  with  43CFR  4100,  with 
consideration  given  to  meeting  basic  soil  and 
watershed  needs  as  defined  in  the  Montrose  District 
Soil  Erosion  Monitoring  Guidelines.  See  Livestock 
Grazing  Management,  Page  4-9  in  Chapter  Four,  and 
Appendix  N  for  more  detail.  Any  additional  forage 
available  for  livestock  would  be  considered  in 
reactivating  suspended  use  or  as  a  means  to  avoid 
suspending  active  use. 

Existing  livestock  facilities  would  be  maintained,  and 
new  improvements  would  continue  to  be  identified  in 
activity  plans  or  agreements.  Range  improvements 
identified  in  the  Gunnison  Basin  MFP  Record  of 
Decision  for  grazing  would  not  be  incorporated  into 
the  PRMP.  However,  any  range  improvements 
identified  in  the  MFP  ROD  that  were  not 
implemented,  and  would  enhance  or  facilitate 
resource  management  objectives  would  be  considered 
for  development.  The  BLM's  livestock  improvement 
funds  would  be  prioritized  according  to  the  Livestock 
Grazing  section  of  Standard  Management  in  Chapter 
Four.  Vegetation  or  land  treatments,  and  facility 
development  would  be  restricted  in  some  manner  on 
about  201,644  acres  of  public  land,  and  would  be 
excluded  on  about  4,294  acres.  Monitoring  data 
collected  would  include,  but  would  not  be  limited  to, 
1)  actual  use  data,  2)  utilization  data,  including 
forage  consumption  and  stubble  heights,  and  3)  trend 
data. 

New  or  existing  activity  plans,  such  as  AMPs  or 
CRMAPs,  would  be  developed,  modified,  or  revised, 
based  on  available  staffing,  using  an  interdisciplinary 
approach  that  would  include  input  from  permittees 
and  other  interested  parties.    A  cooperative  noxious 


weed  control  program  would  be  initiated  with  county 
governments. 

Forest  Management.  About  41,347  acres  of  suitable 
commercial  forest  lands  and  23,615  acres  of  suitable 
woodlands  would  be  available  for  harvest,  and  a 
possible  annual  harvest  of  1,200  MBF  of  commercial 
timber  would  be  considered,  depending  on  staffing 
capabilities,  management  priorities,  and  other  factors. 
Approximately  490  cords  of  fuelwood,  400  wildings, 
and,  on  average,  300  Christmas  trees  would  also  be 
available  for  harvest  annually.  Backlog  reforestation 
would  occur  as  funds  become  available.  One  Forest 
Management  Plan  (FMP)  would  be  prepared.  Harvest 
restrictions,  including  total  exclusions,  design 
requirements,  or  seasonal  restrictions  would  apply  or 
would  be  considered  in  riparian  areas,  existing 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs),  Slumgullion 
Earthflow  National  Natural  Landmark  ACEC,  areas 
exhibiting  erodible  soils,  crucial  big  game  winter 
range,  elk  calving  areas,  within  SRMAs,  on  areas 
where  slopes  exceed  35  percent,  or  for  non-game 
wildlife  habitat  and  recreation  management. 

Recreation  Management.  Public  lands  in  the 
Planning  Area  would  be  managed  according  to 
BLM's  Recreation  2.000:  A  Strategic  Plan. 
Management  would  focus  on  resource  protection, 
visitor  services  and  information,  and  recreation 
facility  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  in 
order  to  provide  a  variety  of  recreation  opportunities 
and  experiences.  Cooperative  partnerships  with 
agencies,  the  private  sector,  and  volunteers  would  be 
expanded  and  strengthened  to  enhance  local  and 
regional  recreation  opportunities  and  tourism. 

Cochetopa  Canyon  SRMA:  Cochetopa  Canyon 
SRMA,  Management  Unit  3,  would  be  managed 
according  to  the  existing  activity  plan.  The  BLM 
would  continue  to  manage  resources  in  the  unit  to 
provide  and  improve  the  existing  diversity  of 
recreation  opportunities,  emphasizing  fishing  and 
overnight  camping  in  a  Roaded  Natural  Recreation 
Opportunity  Spectrum  (ROS)  setting. 

Alpine  Triangle  SRMA:  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA, 
composed  of  several  Management  Units,  would  be 
managed  for  a  variety  of  ROS  settings  and 
opportunities,  including  historical,  scenic,  and  natural 
values,  hiking,  sightseeing,  motorized  recreation, 
camping,  winter  recreation,  hunting,  fishing,  and 
floatboating.  A  joint  BLM  and  United  States  Forest 
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Service  (FS)  visitor  center  in  Lake  City  would  be 
pursued.  A  CRMAP  would  be  prepared.  Two 
campgrounds  would  be  upgraded  and  fees  charged,  if 
feasible. 

Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  SRMA:  Powderhom 
Primitive  Area  SRMA,  Management  Unit  2,  would 
be  managed  for  enhancement  of  natural  values  and 
primitive  recreation  opportunities  in  Primitive  and 
Semi-Primitive  ROS  settings.  A  Recreation  Area 
Management  Plan  (RAMP)  would  be  prepared. 
Commercial  recreation  permitting  would  continue, 
and  use  levels  would  be  established  if  necessary.  If 
necessary,  use  levels  and  a  permit  system  for  private 
recreation  use  would  be  implemented.  The  existing 
primitive  area  boundary  would  be  adjusted  to  include 
all  public  lands  in  Management  Unit  2.  Acquisition  of 
40  acres  of  private  land  and  all  state-owned  minerals 
would  be  pursued. 

Throughout  the  Planning  Area,  cleanup  and  periodic 
patrols  would  be  conducted,  and  commercial 
recreation  permitting  would  continue  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis. 

Gunnison  Extensive  Recreation  Management  Area: 
The  remainder  of  the  Planning  Area  would  continue 
to  be  managed  as  the  Gunnison  Extensive  Recreation 
Management  Area  (ERMA).  Potential  recreation 
projects  at  Hartman's  Rocks,  Slate  River,  and  High 
Mesa  would  be  considered.  ROS  settings  would  be 
determined.  If  proposed  for  development,  these 
projects  would  be  addressed  in  Recreation  Project 
Plans. 

The  1,595-acre  American  Basin  recommended 
ACEC,  Management  Unit  4,  and  the  532-acre  Dillon 
Pinnacles  recommended  ACEC,  Management  Unit  9, 
would  be  designated  and  managed  for  scenic  and 
recreation  values.  The  1,407 -acre  Slumgullion 
Earthflow  National  Natural  Landmark  recommended 
ACEC,  Management  Unit  6,  would  be  designated  and 
managed  for  geological  interpretation. 

About  48,877  acres  of  public  land,  including 
Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  SRMA,  would  be  closed 
to  off-highway  vehicle  use  (OHV);  OHV  use  on 
74,428  acres  would  be  limited  seasonally,  if 
necessary  for  wintering  elk  and  deer;  OHV  use  on 
97,714  acres  would  be  limited  to  designated  routes 


yearlong;  and  363,993  acres  would  be  open  to  OHV 
use. 

Wild  and  Scenic  River  Study  Segment.  No  portion 
of  the  Lake  Fork  of  The  Gunnison  River,  including 
the  13.3  mile  long  Study  Segment  A,  which  BLM 
determined  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  into  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  (NWSRS), 
would  be  recommended  as  being  suitable  for 
designation  and  inclusion  into  the  NWSRS.  Values 
and  resources  within  Study  Segment  A  would  be 
managed  according  to  the  prescriptions  for 
Management  Units  1,  4,  and  15  and  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  in  Chapter  Four  of  this  PRMP. 
Please  refer  to  Appendix  I  for  the  wild  and  scenic 
river  analysis  of  streams  in  the  Planning  Area. 

Visual  Resource  Management.  Public  lands  would 
be  managed  according  to  the  objectives  for  the 
following  Visual  Resource  Management  (VRM) 
Classes:  VRM  Class  I:  49,872  acres;  VRM  Class  II: 
169,614  acres;  VRM  Class  III:  135,738  acres;  VRM 
Class  IV:  225,776  acres.  Rehabilitation  would  be 
considered  on  4,812  acres  classified  as  VRM  Classes 
IIR,  IIIR,  and  IVR.  The  1,595-acre  American  Basin 
recommended  ACEC  and  the  532-acre  Dillon 
Pinnacles  recommended  ACEC,  Management  Units 
4  and  9  respectively,  would  be  designated  and 
managed  for  scenic  and  recreation  values.  Federal 
mineral  estate  in  these  recommended  ACECs  would 
be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location.  Any 
public  lands  in  the  Planning  Area  designated  as 
wilderness  by  Congress  would  be  also  designated  and 
managed  according  to  VRM  Class  I  objectives. 

Wilderness  Study  Areas.  The  six  Wilderness  Study 
Areas  (WSAs)  in  the  Planning  Area,  totalling  about 
114,247  acres,  would  be  managed  according  to 
BLM's  Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines 
for  Lands  Under  Wilderness  Review  (IMP)  until 
Congress  decides  on  their  designation  or  non- 
designation  into  the  wilderness  system.  Any  areas 
acted  upon  by  Congress  and  not  designated  into  the 
system  would  be  managed  according  to  Standard 
Management  and  the  Management  Unit  prescriptions 
in  which  they  occur  in  this  PRMP.  Until  Congress 
acts,  actions  in  WSAs  would  be  limited  to  those  that 
could  occur  under  BLM's  IMP.  Areas  designated  as 
wilderness  would  be  managed  as  such,  and  a 
management  plan  would  be  written  for  those  areas. 
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Archaeological  and  Historical  Resources  (Cultural 
Resources).  Cultural  resources  would  be  managed 
according  to  existing  legislation  and  policies. 
Measures  would  be  included  in  all  plans  involving 
surface  disturbance  to  mitigate,  protect,  interpret,  or 
otherwise  enhance  significant  cultural  resources. 
Class  I  and  III  inventories,  and  clearances,  would  be 
conducted  prior  to  disturbances.  Inventories  to 
discover  historic  sites  on  public  lands  would  continue, 
and  inventories  would  also  be  conducted  to  determine 
archaeological  site  density,  diversity,  and  distribution 
in  order  to  build  a  data  base  for  management  of 
archaeological     resources.  Cultural     resources 

identified  or  discovered  would  be  evaluated  according 
to  BLM's  Cultural  Resource  Use  Categories  and/or 
considered  for  mitigation.  Stabilization  would 
continue  on  significant  historical  sites  or  to  eliminate 
public  safety  hazards.  Cooperative  management  of 
historic  sites  with  the  National  Park  Service  in  the 
Alpine  Triangle  SRMA  would  continue. 

Paleontological  Resources.  Prior  to  any  surface- 
disturbing  activity  occurring  in  areas  containing 
potential  for  the  occurrence  of  paleontological 
values, inventories  would  be  completed,  and  protective 
measures  would  be  taken  for  known  or  discovered 
fossil  values. 

Transportation  and  access.  The  existing  333  miles 
of  roads,  1 10  miles  of  trails,  and  32  easements  would 
continue  to  be  provided  and  maintained  as  funds  are 
available.  New  access  to  public  lands  would  be 
pursued  into  eleven  (11)  areas.  The  transportation 
plan  map  would  be  updated. 

Disposal  of  Public  Lands.  A  total  of  43  tracts  of 
public  land  containing  about  3,120  acres  would  be 
classified  as  Category  I  lands  and  would  be  identified 
as  being  available  for  disposal  by  public  sale  under 
criteria  in  Section  203  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
and  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  of  1976.  The 
remainder  of  the  public  lands  in  the  Planning  Area 
would  be  classified  as  Category  II  lands  that  would 
be  managed  for  multiple  use  purposes.  These 
Category  II  lands  would  not  be  available  for  public 
sale,  but,  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  could  be  disposed 
of  through  exchange,  boundary  adjustments,  state 
indemnity  selections,  Recreation  and  Public  Purpose 
Act  (R&PP)  applications  or  other  appropriate 
authority,  if  disposal  complies  with  legislation  and 
policy,  and  serves  the  public  interest.    All  disposal 


would  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1969.  A  land 
disposal  activity  plan  would  be  prepared.  Disposal  of 
public  lands  with  T&E  plants  would  occur  only  if  the 
viability  of  overall  populations  would  not  be 
jeopardized. 

Acquisition  of  Non-Federal  Lands.  Non-federal 
lands  surrounded  by  or  adjacent  to  Category  II  lands 
or  lands  unavailable  for  disposal  would  be  considered 
for  acquisition  on  a  case-by-case,  willing  seller- 
willing  buyer  basis.  Acquisition  would  be  contingent 
on  potential  proposals  meeting  NEPA  requirements 
and  one  or  more  of  the  criteria  for  acquisition  as 
established  for  this  PRMP.  If  available,  acquisition 
of  the  following  non-federal  lands  would  be  pursued: 
40  private  acres,  and  all  state-owned  mineral  estate 
within  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  SRMA, 
Management  Unit  2;  private  lands  within  the  Alpine 
Triangle  SRMA,  Management  Unit  1;  40  private 
acres  in  American  Basin  ACEC,  Management  Unit  4; 
private  lands  in  South  Beaver  Creek  ACEC, 
Management  Unit  8;  and  270  private  acres  in  Dillon 
Pinnacles  ACEC,  Management  Unit  9. 

Rights-of  Way.  About  448,219  acres  of  public  land 
would  be  open  to  the  location  of  rights-of-way,  on  a 
case-by-case  basis,  and  seasonal  construction 
restrictions  would  apply  to  155,870  of  these  acres. 
About  85,387  acres  and  51,406  acres  would  be 
designated  rights-of-way  avoidance  and  rights-of-way 
exclusion  areas,  respectively. 

Rights-of-Way  Corridors.  A  right-of-way  (ROW) 
corridor  one-mile  wide  would  be  designated  along  the 
existing  Western  Area  Power  Association  (WAP A) 
230  Kv  Curecanti  to  Salida  electrical  transmission 
line  in  Management  Units  8,  11,  12,  13,  and  17.  A 
ROW  window  1,000  feet  in  width  (500  feet  either 
side  of  the  centerline)  would  be  designated  where  the 
existing  WAPA  line  crosses  Management  Unit  8.  A 
similar  one-mile  wide  ROW  corridor  would  be 
designated  along  the  Colorado  Ute  Electric 
Association's  existing  230  Kv  Blue  Mesa  to  Lake 
City  line  across  Management  Units  1,  13,  and  16. 

Fire  Management.  Wildfires  on  about  508,388 
acres  of  public  lands  would  be  suppressed  according 
to  a  conditional  suppression  policy  and  according  to 
a  full  suppression  policy  on  about  76,624  acres. 
Within  conditional  suppression  areas  some  wildfires, 
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such  as  those  on  public  lands  adjacent  to  private  lands 
or  in  recreation  areas,  would  be  fully  suppressed  to 
protect  valuable  resources,  investments,  facilities,  and 
property,  life,  and  safety  on  non-federal  and  federal 
lands.  Prescribed  fires  for  resource  enhancement  or 
fuel  hazard  reduction  could  occur  throughout  the 
Planning  Area  in  accordance  with  approved 
prescribed  burn  plans.  A  site-specific  burn  plan  and 
Environmental  Analysis  (EA)  would  be  prepared 
prior  to  authorizing  any  prescribed  burns. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications.  Public  lands 
currently  under  withdrawal  would  continue  to  be 
withdrawn,  unless  modified  in  a  management  unit 
prescription.  Periodic  review  of  existing  withdrawals 
would  be  conducted  to  determine  the  need  for  each. 
About  54,047  acres  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  location  through  BLM  protective 
withdrawals  within  the  following  areas:  Alpine  Loop 
National  Backcountry  Byway;  Red  Bridge  and  The 
Gate  campgrounds;  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  and 
Cochetopa  Canyon  SRMAs,  Management  Units  2  and 
3  respectively;  the  American  Basin,  the  Slumgullion 
Earthflow  National  Natural  Landmark,  and  the  Dillon 
Pinnacles  ACECs,  Management  Units  4,  6,  and  9 
respectively;  and  isolated  parcels  along  Cebolla 
Creek. 

Other  agencies'  miscellaneous  withdrawals  would 
continue  until  relinquished.  If  relinquished,  and  if 
the  lands  are  determined  to  be  suitable  for  BLM 
management,  these  withdrawals  would  be  revoked.  If 
opened  for  BLM  management,  these  lands  would  be 
managed  according  to  this  PRMP. 

Waterpower  and  Storage  Reservoir  Sites.  Lands 
withdrawn  for  these  purposes  would  be  managed  for 
potential  water  power  and  storage  purposes.  Before 
uses  occur  or  facilities  are  developed  that  could  be 
jeopardized  by  water  power  or  storage  reservoir 
projects  on  public  lands  withdrawn  for  those 
purposes,  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
(FERC)  would  be  consulted  regarding  withdrawal 
status  and  the  need  for  the  withdrawal.  Inventoried 
and  potential  sites  would  be  managed  for  future  water 
power  purposes  unless  higher  priority  resource  uses 
would  be  implemented.  Management  Units  1,  3,  10, 
14,  and  15  would  be  recommended  to  be  closed  to 
the  development  of  water  power  or  storage  reservoir 
projects. 


Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern.     Six 

separate  areas  on  public  land,  totalling  about  42,261 
acres  in  Management  Units  4  through  9  respectively, 
would  be  designated  as  the  American  Basin, 
Redcloud  Peak,  Slumgullion  Earthflow  National 
Natural  Landmark,  West  Antelope  Creek,  South 
Beaver  Creek,  and  Dillon  Pinnacles  ACECs.  These 
ACECs  would  be  managed  according  to  their 
respective  prescriptions.  A  management  plan  would 
be  prepared  for  each  ACEC,  or  their  management 
direction  would  be  included  in  an  activity  plan  for  a 
larger,  adjacent  area. 

Hazards  Management.  Hazard  sites  or  areas  would 
be  reviewed  on  a  case-by-case  basis  and  remedied  to 
the  degree  necessary  to  protect  public  safety  and 
health.  Activity  plans  would  consider  the  remediation 
of  known  hazards.  Coordination  and  cooperation 
with  appropriate  state  or  other  agencies  to  remedy 
hazard  sites  would  continue. 

Hazardous  Materials  Management.  Locations  on 
public  lands  showing  evidence  of  hazardous  materials 
would  be  inventoried  and  examined  on  a  case-by-case 
basis,  and  remedied  to  the  degree  necessary  to  protect 
public  health,  safety,  and  public  or  private  property. 
Coordination  and  cooperation  with  appropriate  state 
or  other  agencies  to  properly  manage  hazardous 
materials  would  continue.  Activity  plans  would 
consider  the  remediation  of  known  hazards. 

Trespass  dumping  and  littering  on  public  lands  would 
be  controlled  through  public  awareness,  signing,  and 
monitoring. 

Law  Enforcement.  Bureau  patrols  and  law 
enforcement  activities  would  be  conducted  on  a 
priority  basis.  Information  dissemination  and 
education  would  be  carried  out  by  BLM  rangers 
during  regularly  scheduled  patrols  or  public  contacts. 

COMPARISON  TABLE  OF  THE  PRMP 
AND  ALL  ALTERNATIVES 

Table  1-1  compares  the  key  points  for  each  resource 
or  resource  use  within  each  alternative  in  the  DRMP 
and  the  PRMP.  If  management  of  a  resource  in  the 
PRMP  is  identical  to  that  in  the  Preferred  or  another 
Alternative,  that  management  would  be  simply 
referenced. 
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CHAPTER  TWO 
INTRODUCTION  AND  CHANGES  TO  THE  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


INTRODUCTION 

This  document  consists  of  the  Proposed  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (PRMP)  for  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area. 
The  Draft  Gunnison  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DRMP)  was 
published  in  March,  1991.  This  document  is  not  a 
complete  rewrite  of  the  DRMP.  It  contains 
information  on  changes  in  proposals  of  the  DRMP, 
corrections  of  any  erroneous  data,  and  in  some  cases, 
more  recent  data.  The  description  of  the  proposed 
plan  is  in  Chapter  Four,  and  the  environmental 
consequences  of  the  proposed  plan  are  described  in 
Chapter  Five  of  this  document. 

Any  additional  works  cited  in  this  document  are  listed 
in  the  References  section.  An  updated  Glossary  is 
also  included.  Any  tables  and  maps  necessary  to 
fully  explain  actions  or  information  in  the  PRMP  are 
included,  and  noted  in  the  Tables  and  Maps  section 
in  the  Table  of  Contents.  A  folded  1:100,000  scale 
map  of  the  PRMP  and  Management  Units  is  inserted 
into  the  document. 

Acreage  and  analysis  figures  in  this  document  were 
calculated  using  BLM's  computerized  Geographic 
Information  System  (GIS)  unless  noted.  Acreage 
figures  in  this  document  are  approximate. 

PURPOSE  AND  NEED 

The  purpose  of  the  PRMP  is  to  update  and  integrate 
the  BLM's  land  use  planning  for  the  area  into  a 
single,  comprehensive  land  use  plan  providing  the 
overall  framework  for  managing  and  allocating  public 
land  resources  in  the  Gunnison  Planning  Area  for  the 
next  10  to  12  years. 

The  approved  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP) 
will  meet  BLM  statutory  requirement  for  a  master 
land  use  plan  as  mandated  by  Section  202  of  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA) 
of  1976  and  the  requirements  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 


River  Act  (16  U.S.C.  1271).  The  approved  RMP 
will  update  and  supersede  all  land  use  planning  in  the 
American  Flats/Silverton,  and  Gunnison  Basin 
Management  Framework  Plans  (MFPs). 

In  addition  to  identifying  management  direction 
within  the  planning  area,  the  PRMP  meets  other 
specific  objectives.  It  (1),  identifies  public  lands  to 
be  designated  as  open,  closed,  or  limited  to  off- 
highway  vehicles  (OHV)  and,  (2),  analyzes  the 
suitability  of  a  segment  of  the  Lake  Fork  of  the 
Gunnison  River  for  inclusion  into  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System  (NWSRS). 

IMPLEMENTATION/MONITORING  OF  THE 
PLAN 

Implementation  of  the  RMP  will  begin  when  the 
Colorado  BLM  State  Director  signs  the  Record  of 
Decision  (ROD)  for  the  RMP.  This  implementation 
will  be  accomplished  as  described  in  BLM  Handbook 
H-1617-1. 

During  implementation  of  the  RMP,  additional 
documentation  required  to  comply  with  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  will  be  required, 
such  as  environmental  assessments  (EAs).  The  EAs 
can  vary  from  a  simple  statement  of  conformance  to 
the  ROD,  to  complex  documents  that  analyze  several 
alternatives.  An  EA  documents  NEPA  requirements 
for  site-specific  actions.  Implementation  of  the  RMP 
will  be  monitored,  and  the  plan  will  be  evaluated 
periodically.  Revisions  or  amendments  to  the  RMP 
may  be  necessary  to  accommodate  changes  in 
resource  needs,  policies,  or  regulations.  Other 
decisions  would  be  issued  in  order  to  fully  implement 
the  RMP. 

Refer  to  Appendix  Q  for  a  consolidated  listing  of 
activity  plans  that  would  be  prepared  during 
implementation  of  this  PRMP.  Where  appropriate, 
integrated,  multi-resource  activity  level  plans  would 
be  encouraged  and  prepared,  in  lieu  of  individual 
resource  activity  level  plans. 
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CHAPTER  TWO 


LOCATION  OF  PLANNING  AREA  AND  LAND 
OWNERSHIP 

The  planning  area  (see  maps  2-1  and  2-2)  is  within 
Hinsdale,  Gunnison,  Saguache,  Montrose,  and  Ouray 
counties.  The  Gunnison  and  Uncompahgre  National 
Forests  and  the  BLM's  San  Juan  Resource  Area 
surround  the  planning  area,  except  along  the  west- 
central  boundary  which  is  defined  by  the  Cimarron 
River  and  the  BLM's  Uncompahgre  Basin  Resource 
Area  boundary.     Total  acreage  in  the  planning  area 


is  about  960,730  acres;  of  this,  about  61  percent 
(585,012  acres)  is  administered  by  the  BLM,  and 
about  37  percent  (355,702  acres)  is  private  land; 
about  20,015  acres  are  state  administered.  In 
addition,  BLM  has  administrative  responsibility  for 
approximately  728,500  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate 
within  the  planning  area,  and  17,000  acres  of  mineral 
estate  in  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  that  are  located 
outside  of  the  planning  area.  Table  2-1  details 
surface  and  mineral  ownership  within  the  planning 
area  by  county. 


Table  2-1 

LAND  STATUS  IN  THE  PLANNING  AREA  IN  ACRES 
OF  SURFACE  AND  SUBSURFACE  ESTATE  BY  COUNTY 


COUNTY 


Gunnison       Hinsdale      Saguache      Montrose 


Ouray 


TOTAL 


(1)  SURFACE  ESTATE 

FEDERAL  LAND 

BLM1  355,3502  126,488        117,326s 

STATE  LAND 

CDOW  10,985  1,703  195  6,122 

SLB1  773  0  237  0 


3,660 


2,188 

0 
0 


585,012 

19,006 
1,010 


PRIVATE  LAND4 

280,028 

17,275 

51,842 

6,655 

102 

355,702 

TOTAL  SURFACE 
ACRES 

627,136 

145,466 

169,601 

16,237 

2,290 

960,730 

(2)  MINERAL  ESTATE4 


FEDERAL  MINERALS  RESERVED: 


ALL  MINERALS 

449,866 

125,319 

135,017 

6,777 

2,187 

719,166 

COAL  ONLY 

3,680 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,680 

OIL,  GAS  &  COAL 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

OIL  &  GAS 

1,010 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1,010 

OTHER 

3,062 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3,062 

TOTAL  MINERAL 
ESTATE 


457,618  125,319 


135,017 


6,777 


2,187 


726,918 


1  -        BLM  =  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  CDOW  =  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  SLB  =  Colorado  State  Land  Board 

2  -         Includes  60  acres  withdrawn  to  the  United  States  Forest  Service 

3  -         Includes  40  acres  withdrawn  to  the  United  States  Forest  Service  for  an  Administrative  Site 

4  -         Approximately  160,000 acres  of  non-federal  surface  estate  overlie  federal  mineral  estate  within  the  planning  area.  About  17,222  acres 

of  non-federal  surface  estate  overlie  BLM -managed  federal  mineral  estate  within  the  remainder  of  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area.  The 
BLM  does  not  administer  the  private  surface  overlying  federal  mineral  estate  except  where  federal  laws  are  applicable. 
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RELATIONSHIP   OF   THE    PROPOSED 
RESOURCE   MANAGEMENT   PLAN   TO    THE 
1980-1981     LIVESTOCK    GRAZING 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
AND      MFP      STEP      III      DECISIONS      FOR 
LIVESTOCK        GRAZING        AND         OTHER 
RESOURCES 

The  April,  1980,  Draft  and  the  September,  1980, 
Final  Gunnison  Basin  Livestock  Grazing 
Environmental  Impact  Statements  (DGEIS  and 
FGEIS)  are  documents  that  analyzed  the 
environmental  impacts  of  implementing  five 
alternative  livestock  grazing  management  programs 
for  the  Planning  Area.  These  are  analytical,  technical 
documents,  and  do  not  authorize  any  action  to  occur, 
or  make  any  decisions  regarding  livestock  grazing 
management.  The  decision  document  that  does  do  this 
was  incorporated  into  the  June,  1981  document  titled 
"Gunnison  Basin  and  American  Flats/Silverton 
Planning  Areas  Rangeland  Program  Summary" 
(ROD/RPS).  This  is  the  decision  document  that  spells 
out  what  the  State  Director  approved  in  1981 
regarding  the  livestock  grazing  management  program 
and  associated  major  decisions. 

The  purpose  of  the  BLM's  planning  process  is  to 
update  and  integrate  the  land  use  planning  for  the 
Planning  Area  into  a  single,  comprehensive, 
Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  that  provides  the 
overall  framework  for  managing  and  allocating 
public  land  resources  for  the  next  10  to  12  years.  In 
some  instances,  the  decisions  that  will  result  from 
this  process  may  be  different  than  those  for  livestock 
grazing  management  in  the  ROD/RPS,  or  MFP  Step 
III  decisions  for  other  resources.  Changes  in 
information,  policies,  regulations,  and  conditions 
necessitate  the  updating  of  land  use  documents. 

The  PRMP  does  not  provide  a  status  report  regarding 
progress  in  implementing  general  or  specific  types  of 
range  improvements  authorized  in  the  ROD/RPS,  nor 
is  a  schedule  included  that  shows,  for  the  life  of  the 
plan,  when  specific  or  general  types  of  improvements 
would  be  implemented.  Instead  the  PRMP  prescribes 
where  improvements  would  be  authorized,  excluded, 
conditioned,  or  otherwise  be  managed. 

Issues  were  not  adequately  resolved  in  the  1980 
grazing  EIS,  due  to  unrealistic  funding  expectations. 
This  PRMP  is  premised   on  the  assumption   that 


recommendations  would  be  practical,  implementable, 
feasible,  and  achievable.  The  overall  PRMP  is 
clearly  not  as  detailed  and  ambitious  as  the  MFP 
decisions  that  resulted  in  1980,  but  the  decisions 
contemplated  would  resolve  issues  and  make  required 
allocations  according  to  the  objectives  for  the  PRMP. 

Livestock  grazing  on  the  BLM  managed  lands  in  the 
Planning  Area  would  be  managed  according  to 
Management  Unit  prescriptions  and  the  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  section  of  Standard 
Management,  Chapter  Four,  of  this  Proposed 
Resource  Management  Plan. 

WILDERNESS  STUDY  PROCESS  AND  THE 
RMP/EIS 

Within  the  Gunnison  Planning  Area  there  are  six 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs)  totalling 
approximately  114,427  acres:  Powderhorn  Instant 
Study  Area,  Redcloud  Peak,  Handies  Peak,  American 
Flats,  Larson  Creek,  and  Bill  Hare  Gulch  WSAs. 

The  BLM  study  process  has  been  completed  for  all 
the  WSAs  in  the  Planning  Area.  The  Powderhorn 
Wilderness  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
and  Wilderness  Suitability  Report  (1984) 
recommended  43,311  acres  as  being  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation;  the  Gunnison  Basin  and  the 
American  Flats/Silverton  Wilderness  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (1987) 
recommended  39,790  acres  in  three  WSAs  as  being 
suitable  for  wilderness  designation:  Redcloud  Peak, 
Handies  Peak,  and  American  Flats  WSAs. 

The  Slumgullion  Slide,  Friends  Creek,  and  Sparling 
Gulch  WSAs  were  deleted  from  wilderness  study  and 
WSA  status  on  March  12,  1990  because  the  adjacent 
Forest  Service  lands  on  which  they  relied  for  their 
wilderness  values  are  no  longer  under  consideration 
for  wilderness.  These  areas  are  no  longer  subject  to 
the  Bureau's  Interim  Management  Policy  for  Lands 
Under  Wilderness  Review. 

Since  the  study  process  has  been  completed  for  all 
WSAs  in  the  Planning  Area,  this  PRMP  does  not  re- 
analyze those  areas,  but  does  address,  in  various 
alternatives,  management  of  lands  within  these  WSAs 
in  the  event  all,  portions,  or  none  of  the  WSAs  are 
designated  as  wilderness  by  Congress  during  the  life 
of  this  plan. 
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In  September,  1991,  the  Secretary  of  Interior 
submitted  final  recommendations  for  wilderness 
designation  to  the  President.  Because  of  mineral 
values  and  conflicts,  no  acres  within  the  Redcloud 
and  Handles  Peak  WSAs  were  recommended  to  the 
President  for  designation.  These  WSAs  will  remain 
WSAs  until  acted  upon  or  released  by  Congress. 

Until  Congress  acts  on,  and  either  designates  or  does 
not  designate  all  or  part  of  any  WSA  as  wilderness, 
the  WSAs  in  the  Planning  Area  would  be  managed 
under  BLM's  Interim  Management  Policy  for  Lands 
Under  Wilderness  Review  (IMP).  If  Congress 
designates  public  lands  in  any  part  of  any  WSA  in  the 
Planning  Area  as  wilderness,  those  lands  would  be 
managed  as  wilderness  and  a  wilderness  management 
plan  would  be  prepared  for  the  area  (s).  If,  during 
the  life  of  this  plan,  Congress  acts  on  and  decides  to 
not  designate  any  part  of  any  WSA  in  the  Planning 
Area  as  wilderness,  effectively  removing  it  from 
WSA  status,  those  public  lands  would  be  managed 
according  to  the  alternatives  in  this  PRMP. 

TOPICS  NOT  ADDRESSED  IN  THE  PRMP 

Several  topics  identified  during  the  preparation/ 
scoping  processes  are  not  addressed  in  the  PRMP, 
and  are  identified  below,  along  with  rationale  for  not 
addressing  them. 

Wilderness  -  See  Wilderness  Study  Process  and  the 
PRMP  section  in  this  chapter. 

Coal  Planning  -  The  unleased  federal  coal  estate  in 
the  planning  area,  consisting  of  2,982  acres  under 
federal  surface  and  6,812  split-estate  acres,  would  not 
be  available  for  leasing  without  amendment  to  the 
approved  resource  management  plan.  The  remaining 
federal  mineral  estate  within  the  planning  area  has 
very  little  or  no  potential  for  the  occurrence  of  coal 
resources.  There  has  been  no  recent  interest  in  the 
leasing  of  coal.  A  RMP  amendment  for  coal  leasing 
would  be  prepared  after  a  coal  lease  application  was 
filed  by  an  individual  or  company  interested  in 
developing  and  mining  the  area.  The  amendment 
would  consist  of  an  identification  of  areas  with 
potential  for  development,  application  of  20  criteria 
to  identify  those  areas  which  are  unsuitable  for 
mining,  an  analysis  of  the  tradeoffs  necessary  to 
protect  other  resources  and  uses  that  are  unique  or 
important,   and  consultation  with  effected   surface 


owners.  The  amendment  would  be  accompanied  by 
an  environmental  analysis  of  the  impacts  of  the 
mining  and  development,  including  the  social  and 
economic  impacts  to  local  communities.  The  one 
existing  coal  lease  in  the  planning  area  would  be 
continued  in  all  alternatives,  and  approximately  5,000 
tons  of  coal  annually  would  be  produced  from  the 
lease. 

Solid,  Non-Energy  Leasable  Minerals  -  The  federal 
mineral  estate  in  the  Gunnison  Planning  Area  would 
not  be  available  for  the  leasing  of  solid,  non-energy 
leasable  minerals,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights, 
without  amending  the  approved  resource  management 
plan  (RMP).  Available  data  indicates  no  known 
deposits  of  these  minerals,  and  to  determine  at  this 
time  which  lands  would  be  open  or  closed  to  the 
leasing  of  these  minerals  would  be  premature.  A 
RMP  amendment  would  be  prepared  after  an 
expression  of  interest  in  the  leasing  of  these  minerals 
is  received  from  an  individual  or  company  interested 
in  developing  and  mining  solid,  non-energy  minerals. 
The  amendment  would  result  in  a  decision  that 
would  identify  the  lands  in  the  expression  of  interest 
that  would  be  open  or  closed  to  the  leasing  of  these 
minerals.  The  amendment  would  be  accompanied  by 
the  appropriate  environmental  assessment  of  the 
impacts  of  the  mining  and  development,  including  the 
social  and  economic  impacts  to  the  local 
communities,  based  on  the  best  available  data.  The 
only  known  valid  existing  right  in  the  Planning  Area 
pertaining  to  these  minerals  is  a  Preference  Right 
Lease  Application  (PRLA)  involving  1,667  acres  of 
public  land  for  the  purpose  of  developing  a  deposit  of 
alunite  (potassium  aluminum  sulfate)  in  sections,  17, 
18,  19,  and  20,  Township  43  North,  Range  4  West, 
N.M.P.M.  The  lands  in  the  PRLA  are  situated  in 
Hinsdale  County  approximately  three  miles  south  of 
Lake  City,  Colorado,  in  the  vicinity  of  Red 
Mountain. 

U.S.  Forest  Service  and  National  Park  Service 
Lands  Overlying  Federal  Mineral  Estate  -  The 

BLM  will  issue  oil  and  gas  leases  within  lands 
administered  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  U.S. 
Forest  Service  (USFS).  The  BLM  only  administers 
subsurface  or  down-hole  activities  occurring  on  oil 
and  gas  leases  on  USFS  surface  estate.  Lands 
administered  by  the  USFS  will  have  leasing  decisions 
made  in  a  USFS  Land  and  Resource  Management 
Plan/EIS,  or  revision.      The  BLM  is  a  cooperating 
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agency  providing  oil  and  gas  expertise  to  the  team 
preparing  these  plans.  BLM  provides  the  USFS 
with  projections  of  future  oil  and  gas  activity  and 
impact  analysis  of  subsurface  construction.  The 
USFS  plans  analyze  impacts  from  oil  and  gas  leasing 
and  development  to  National  Forest  System  Lands 
and  describe  where  the  USFS  will  or  will  not  consent 
to  lease. 

The  specific  and  cumulative  impacts  that  would  occur 
from  potential  leasing  and  development  on  National 
Forest  Lands  would  be  analyzed  in  the  USFS  plan. 

Cumulative  impacts  on  USFS  lands  within  the 
Gunnison  Resource  Area  from  potential  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  development  occurring  on  adjacent  BLM- 
managed  lands  in  the  planning  area  would  not  occur, 
or  would  be  insignificant. 

The  BLM  is  responsible  for  the  leasing  and 
development  of  lands  administered  by  the  National 
Park  Service  that  are  eligible  for  that  purpose.  The 
lands  administered  by  the  National  Park  Service 
(NPS)  in  the  Curecanti  National  Recreation  Area 
(NRA)  are  not  contained  within  the  Planning  Area. 
These  public  lands  have  been  withdrawn  by  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  (BOR)  and  are  administered 
by  the  NPS  under  a  cooperative  agreement  between 
the  BOR  and  NPS.  As  such,  the  lands  are  segregated 
from  entry  and  location  under  the  general  mining 
laws,  and  since  these  lands  are  considered  to  be 
National  Park  System  lands,  mineral  leasing  is 
prohibited.  The  cumulative  impact  on  these  lands 
from  potential  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development 
within  the  adjacent  planning  area  would  be 
insignificant. 

Split  Estate  Lands  in  The  Gunnison  Resource  Area 
Located  Outside  The  Planning  Area  -  Split-estate 
lands  in  the  Resource  Area,  that  is,  Federal  mineral 
estate,  under  non-federal  surface  located  outside  the 
planning  area  boundary  totalling  17,222  acres  would 
be  administered  according  to  current  laws, 
regulations,  and  policies.  These  lands  are  within  the 
boundary  of  the  Gunnison  National  Forest  (USFS) 
and  the  BLM's  Gunnison  Resource  Area,  but  are 
outside  the  planning  area.  This  federal  mineral 
estate  will  have  leasing  decisions  made  in  the  revision 
or  update  of  the  appropriate  USFS  Land  and 
Resource  Management  Plan/EIS.  The  BLM  also 
provides  the  USFS  with  oil  and  gas  expertise  for 


these  lands,  including  projections  of  future  oil  and 
gas  activity,  and  impact  analysis  of  subsurface 
construction.  The  USFS  plan  revision  or  update  will 
analyze  impacts  on  these  split-estate  lands  from  oil 
and  gas  leasing  and  development,  and  describe  where 
leasing  will  or  will  not  occur,  and  what  mitigation 
would  be  specified  as  a  result  of  specific  impact 
analysis  on  these  lands.  The  cumulative  impacts  on 
these  lands  from  potential  oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
activity  occurring  on  adjacent  BLM-managed  lands  in 
the  Planning  Area  would  be  insignificant. 

On-site  inspection  and  consultation  with  the  surface 
owner  and  operator  may  reveal  that  (1)  the  impacts 
addressed  by  the  stipulation  would  be  avoided  or 
mitigated  to  an  acceptable  level, or  (2)  the  resources 
of  concern  are  not  present.  Upon  either  of  these 
determinations  by  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer,  the 
stipulations  could  be  applied,  waived,  modified,  or 
excepted  without  public  notice  other  than  that 
provided  for  the  APD.  If,  after  on-site  inspection 
and  consultation  with  the  non-federal  surface 
landowner,  it  is  determined  by  the  Authorized  Officer 
that  conditions  necessary  to  avoid  impacts  to  non- 
federal resources  would  adversely  impact  the  public 
resources  addressed  by  these  stipulations,  the  impacts 
would  be  assessed.  If,  based  upon  such  assessment, 
the  Authorized  Officer  makes  a  decision  to 
substantially  change  or  waive  one  or  more 
stipulations,  a  30-day  public  review  period  would  be 
provided  in  addition  to  the  public  notice  period  for 
receipt  of  the  APD  (these  two  30-day  notice  and 
review  periods  may  overlap). 

Impacts  from  leasing,  exploration,  and  drilling  on 
these  split-estate  lands  are  not  expected  to  be 
significantly  different  than  on  similar  federal  surface 
overlying  federal  oil  and  gas  estate. 

WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER  STUDY  ANALYSIS. 

Appendix  I,  The  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Study 
Analysis  For  The  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison  River 
and  Other  Streams  in  The  Planning  Area  provides  the 
background  information  and  eligibility,  classification, 
and  suitability  or  non-suitability  analysis  of  streams 
and  river  segments  in  the  Planning  Area  for  potential 
inclusion  into  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System.  The  study  analysis  is  an  update  of 
Appendix  I  that  was  published  in  the  DRMP. 
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The  13.3  mile  long  Segment  A  of  The  Lake  Fork  of 
The  Gunnison  River  was  determined  to  be  eligible  for 
inclusion  into  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System.  Streams  other  than  the  Lake  Fork  of  The 
Gunnison  River  in  the  planning  area,  in  accordance 
with  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  were  examined 
by  the  team  and  analyzed  to  determine  if  the  wild  and 
scenic  river  eligibility  criteria  would  be  met.  Some 
were  determined  to  be  free-flowing,  but  none  were 
determined  to  possess  outstandingly  remarkable 
values.  Please  refer  to  Attachment  B,  Appendix  I,  in 
this  document  for  a  list  of  these  other  streams  and 
which  eligibility  criteria  were  met  or  not  met.  As  a 
consequence,  none  of  the  other  streams  in  the 
Planning  Area  were  studied  further  in  the  DRMP  or 
PRMP. 

OTHER  AGENCY  DOCUMENTS 

To  reduce  or  avoid  conflicts  between  other  agencies, 
the  planning  documents  for  adjoining  lands  have  been 
reviewed  and,  where  appropriate,  that  information 
has  been  used  in  the  development  of  this  PRMP.  In 
addition,  BLM  land  use  plans  for  adjacent  Resource 
Areas  have  also  been  reviewed  and  analyzed  to  avoid 
conflicts  in  land  management.  Please  refer  to  the 
DRMP,  page  1-12,  Table  1-5,  for  a  list  of  the 
documents  referenced  above. 

CHANGES  TO  THE  PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE 

The  PRMP  is  essentially  the  Preferred  Alternative 
from  the  DRMP.  Changes  have  been  made, 
however,  in  response  to  public  comments,  to 
incorporate  new  information,  to  clarify  management 
actions  or  impacts,  or  to  correct  information. 

This  section  lists  the  changes  made  to  the  Preferred 
Alternative  regarding  actions  within  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT,  or  actions  within  Management 
Unit  prescriptions.  The  changes  could  affect  the 
entire  PRMP.  Please  refer  to  Appendix  P  for  the 
comment  letters  and  oral  statements  received  on  the 
DRMP.  Appendix  P  also  contains  BLM  responses  to 
all  comments. 

Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal  Resources.  All  oil  and 

gas  stipulations  have  been  revised,  where  needed,  to 
be  consistent  with  those  in  the  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas 


Leasing  and  Development  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  January,  1991. 

In  Management  Unit  1,  leasing  conditions  at  The 
Gate  Campground  (10  acres)  and  the  Red  Bridge 
Campground  (5  acres)  were  changed  from  leasing 
permitted  with  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  to 
leasing  permitted  with  standard  terms.  This  change 
was  made  based  on  internal  review,  considering  the 
necessity  for  the  stipulation.  Standard  terms  permit 
BLM  to  move  operations  up  to  200  meters,  if 
necessary,  in  order  to  prevent  surface  disturbance  at 
specific  locations.  This  standard  term  would  permit 
any  proposed  operations  to  be  moved  far  enough 
from  these  two  areas  to  sufficiently  mitigate  impacts. 

Leasing  conditions  for  the  proposed  Redcloud  Peak 
and  South  Beaver  Creek  ACECs,  Management  Units 
5  and  8  respectively,  were  changed  from  leasing 
permitted  with  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  to 
leasing  permitted  with  controlled  surface  use 
stipulations.  These  two  units  would  be  managed  for 
the  protection  and  enhancement  of  habitat  and 
populations  of  Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly  (unit 
5)  and  skiff  milkvetch  (unit  8).  Requirements  of  the 
stipulation  are  that  inventories  would  be  conducted 
prior  to  approval  of  operations  in  the  units,  and 
relocations  of  operation  more  than  the  200  meters 
permitted  in  standard  lease  terms  would  be  authorized 
in  the  units,  in  order  to  reduce  the  impacts  of  surface 
disturbance  related  to  potential  oil  and  gas 
development,  and  to  prevent  accidental  loss  or 
destruction  of  species  or  habitat.  The  changes  were 
made  based  on  internal  review  of  the  necessity  of  the 
stipulations,  and  considering  that  the  standard  lease 
terms  and  the  requirements  of  the  controlled  surface 
use  stipulations,  combined  with  required  compliance 
with  the  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  Act, 
would  provide  the  proper  degree  of  mitigation  and 
protection  of  species  and  habitat,  without  unduly 
restricting  any  potential  oil  and  gas  development. 
Standard  lease  terms  authorize  the  BLM  to  also 
postpone  operations  for  a  60-day  period,  if  necessary, 
to  ensure  species  can  be  adequately  inventoried,  for 
instance. 

Leasing  conditions  for  the  proposed  West  Antelope 
Creek  ACEC,  Management  Unit  7,  were  changed 
from  leasing  permitted  with  a  seasonal  stipulation  on 
oil  and  gas  operations  being  in  effect  from  December 
1  through  March  3 1 ,  in  order  to  prevent  disturbance 


2-8 


CHANGES  TO  THE  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


to  wintering  big  game,  to  leasing  permitted  with 
standard  terms  and  conditions.  The  unit  would  be 
managed  to  improve  the  capabilities  of  the  resources 
in  the  unit  to  support  wintering  elk,  deer,  and 
bighorn  sheep.  The  change  was  made  based  on 
internal  review  of  the  necessity  of  the  stipulation,  and 
considering  that  standard  lease  terms  and  conditions 
would  provide  the  degree  of  protection  necessary  for 
wintering  big  game  in  this  large  (46,922  total  acres) 
unit.  Standard  lease  terms  authorize  BLM  to  move 
proposed  well  pads  or  other  facilities  up  to  200 
meters,  or  to  postpone  operations  up  to  60  days  if 
necessary  to  prevent  disturbance  to  wintering  big 
game.  The  BLM  would,  if  necessary,  negotiate  with 
any  operators  to  extend  the  distances  and  times 
authorized  in  the  standard  terms,  in  order  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  big  game  during  critical  periods  or  in 
areas  of  heavy  concentrations  of  game. 

The  controlled  surface  use  stipulation  for 
Management  Unit  14  (sage  grouse  brood  rearing 
riparian  areas)  has  been  modified  to  restrict  oil  and 
gas  operations  to  an  area  beyond  all  riparian 
vegetation,  rather  than  to  an  area  beyond  500  feet  of 
the  riparian  vegetation.  In  the  exception  language, 
water  quality,  and  other  related  resource  values,  have 
been  added  as  factors  to  be  considered. 


Language  added  clarifies  that  BLM  would,  1) 
manage  lands  to  help  meet,  within  carrying  capacities 
of  the  habitat,  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 
(CDOW)  big  game  long  range  herd  goals,  2)  ensure 
that  recommended  actions  involving  wildlife  habitat 
management  would  be  determined  after  considering 
and  evaluating  potential  effects  on  other  lands, 
resources,  or  uses,  and  whether  public  land  big  game 
ranges  could  support  increases  in  big  game,  3) 
continue  to  participate  in  the  Colorado  Habitat 
Partnership  Program  (HPP),  4)  ensure  that  proper  use 
levels  by  wildlife  on  key  plant  species  are  not 
exceeded,  5)  recommend  temporary  decreases  in 
wildlife  numbers  if  necessary,  in  order  to  achieve 
proper  use  levels  and  better  forage  conditions  on  key 
wildlife  plant  species,  6)  utilize  new  forage  from 
wildlife  treatments  or  projects  to  first  satisfy 
watershed  objectives  before  utilizing  the  forage  for 
overall  habitat  objectives,  7),  use  the  guidelines  for 
management  of  sage  grouse  habitat  in  Appendix  A 
(which  has  been  reorganized)  whenever  possible  in 
the  design  of  land  or  vegetation  treatment  projects  to 
offset  the  impacts  to  sage  grouse,  and  grouse  habitat, 
from  these  projects,  and  8),  provide  habitat  to 
support  12,000  sage  grouse  planning  area-wide, 
rather  than  to  provide  habitat  for  a  potential  harvest 
of  1,000  grouse. 


Leasing  conditions  have  been  added  to  122  acres  in 
the  existing  BLM  protective  withdrawal  C-041711 
along  three  segments  of  Cebolla  Creek  in 
Management  Unit  15.  The  unit  would  be  managed  to 
restore  and  enhance  the  condition  of  fishery  streams. 
The  federal  oil  and  gas  resources  would  be  available 
for  leasing  with  a  controlled  surface  use  stipulation 
being  in  effect  that  restricts  potential  oil  and  gas 
development  to  an  area  beyond  all  riparian  vegetation 
in  these  segments,  in  order  to  prevent  damage  to  or 
removal  of  this  vegetation,  important  for  fishery 
management. 

Exact  language  of  these  stipulations  can  be  found  in 
Appendix  K,  along  with  maps  giving  the  general 
location  of  the  areas  affected  by  the  stipulations. 


Changes  have  been  made  to  the  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  section  for  this  component,  also 
based  on  public  comment  and  review. 

Sage  Grouse  and  Other  Upland  Game  Bird  Habitat. 
A  proviso  has  been  added  in  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  whereby  the  April  1  through  May 
31  period  restricting  discretionary  actions  could  be 
lengthened  or  shortened,  depending  on  whether  sage 
grouse  are  present  and  using  the  habitat. 

Releases  of  Columbian  sharp-tailed  grouse  and 
Merrians'  turkey  could  be  authorized  by  the  District 
Manager  following  inventory  for  suitable  areas,  a 
release  or  reintroduction  plan,  and  environmental 
documentation. 


Wildlife  Habitat  Management.  As  a  result  of 
public  comment  and  internal  review,  clarifications 
have  been  made  in  the  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  section  for  this  component. 


A  change  has  been  made  in  Management  Unit  2,  the 
Powderhora  Primitive  Area  SRMA,  regarding  the 
introduction  of  moose.  In  addition  to  evaluation  and 
approval  of  an  introduction  plan  and  an 
environmental  analysis  document,  introduction(s) 
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would  only  occur  if  the  area  was  rejected  by 
Congress  for  wilderness  designation. 

See  the  changes  discussed  under  Oil,  Gas,  and 
Geothermal  Management  above  for  changes  made 
in  oil  and  gas  leasing  conditions  for  Management 
Unit  7,  West  Antelope  Creek  proposed  ACEC,  a  unit 
that  would  be  managed  to  improve  the  capabilities  of 
the  resources  in  the  unit  to  support  wintering  elk, 
deer,  and  bighorn  sheep. 

A  change  was  made,  based  on  public  comments,  in 
Management  Unit  11  regarding  the  implementation 
of  land  or  vegetation  treatments  and  other  projects. 
These  activities  would  be  permitted,  subject  to  the 
conditions  in  unit  11,  and  deviations  from  sage 
grouse  habitat  management  guidelines  in  Appendix  A 
would  be  permitted,  if  it  can  be  demonstrated  that 
short  term  impacts  would  be  offset  by  long  term 
benefits  to  sage  grouse  and  their  habitat. 

Please  refer  to  the  changes  discussed  under  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  below  for  information 
regarding  seasonal  minimum  stubble  heights  required 
in  Management  Unit  14  for,  among  other  values, 
protection  of  sage  grouse  and  brood  rearing  habitat 
during  critical  periods. 

Fishery  Resources  (Aquatic  Habitat).  Regarding 
Management  Unit  15,  please  refer  to  the  discussion 
of  the  addition  of  an  oil  and  gas  stipulation  for  122 
acres  along  Cebolla  Creek  under  Oil,  Gas,  and 
Geothermal  Management  above,  for  a  change  from 
the  Preferred  Alternative  regarding  this  component. 


Livestock  Grazing  Management.  As  a  result  of 
public  comments  and  internal  review,  this  section 
under  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  in  Chapter 
Four  of  this  document  has  been  extensively  rewritten. 
The  majority  of  the  changes  were  made  to  clarify 
recommended  actions  contained  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  or  were  made  after  considering 
implementation  of  actions.  Changes  were  made  in 
stubble  heights  and  their  implementation,  %  of  forage 
utilization,  and  range  readiness  application. 
Clarification  was  added  to  better  explain  forage 
allocation  methods.  Several  standard  operating 
procedures  of  the  livestock  management  program 
were  included  as  a  means  to  explain  how  elements, 
such  as  range  improvements,  monitoring,  and  activity 
plans  (AMPs  or  CRMAPs)  would  be  prepared.  In 
addition,  several  related  management  actions  have 
been  changed  or  further  clarified  in  various 
Management  Units  as  a  response  to  public  comments. 

Table  2-2  below  simplifies  the  process  of  comparing 
changes  to  the  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT 
sections  of  this  component  in  the  PRMP  and  the 
Preferred  Alternative.  Excerpts  from  Table  1-1, 
Chapter  One,  a  table  that  compares  actions 
recommended  in  the  PRMP  with  all  alternatives 
addressed  in  the  DRMP,  are  included  in  Table  2-2 
below.  As  a  convenience,  only  those  entries  that 
were  changed  or  extensively  clarified  are  included. 
Please  refer  to  the  Standard  Management  sections  in 
the  DRMP  and  the  PRMP  for  a  detailed  comparison. 
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Table  2-2 

COMPARISON  OF  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT  CHANGES  IN  THE  PRMP 

AND  THE  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


ALTERNATIVE  E 
(Preferred  Alternative) 


PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


About  470,828  suitable  acres  would  be  avail- 
able for  grazing  in  existing  allotments,  and 
about  46,526  AUMs  would  be  available  for 
allocation.  About  6,757  suitable  acres  would 
not  be  available  for  grazing,  in  addition  to 
suitable  unavailable  acres  in  Alternative  A. 


About  470,460  acres  of  suitable  public  lands  would  be  available  for 
livestock  grazing  and  about  46,904  AUMs  would  be  available  for 
allocation.  Public  lands  unsuitable  or  unavailable  for  livestock  grazing 
would  continue  to  be  excluded  from  livestock  grazing  unless 
monitoring  or  other  data  indicate  that  the  areas  may  be  grazed. 


Existing  categorization  on  all  Allotments  would 
continue.  Livestock  management  to  be 
generally  as  per  1987  RPS  and  updates.  Some 
Management  Unit  prescriptions  modify  existing 
allocations  to  resolve  resource  conflicts. 
Livestock  allocations  could  be  modified  further 
if  studies  or  data  indicate  changes  are 
necessary.  Implement  a  total  forage  utilization 
level  of  40-60%  on  all  uplands;  4"  minimum 
stubble  heights  in  riparian  zones  units  E-14  and 
E-15  and  about  34  miles  of  riparian  zones  in 
units  E-2  and  E-13;  2-1/2"  minimum  stubble 
heights  in  all  other  riparian  zones. 


Allotment  categorization  would  be  re-examined  as  needed  based  upon 
a  change  in  categorization  factors  identified  from  monitoring  data  or 
other  management  and  resource  information.  Categorization  and 
management  of  "M"  and  "C"  allotments  in  1987  RPS  would  continue 
unless  monitoring  data  and/or  other  resource  information  indicates 
adjustments  are  necessary.  Some  Management  Unit  prescriptions 
modify  existing  allocations  to  resolve  resource  conflicts.  On  category 
"I"  allotments,  existing  management  or  forage  allocation  levels  would 
be  adjusted  to  achieve  or  maintain  desired  plant  communities  and  to 
help  meet  the  following  resource  needs: 

1.  On  uplands  -  utilization  of  key  forage  species  managed  to 
allow  for  plant  health  or  maintenance,  watershed  cover,  and 
quality  forage  and  wildlife  cover.  Maximum  use  on 
allotments  without  activity  plans/agreements  designed  to 
achieve  above  goals  would  be  40-60%  of  current  year's 
production  during  the  period  of  use. 

2.  In  riparian  areas  except  in  units  14  or  15  -  utilization 
of  key  forage  species  limited  to  40-60%  current  year's 
production,  with  2-1/2"  minimum  stubble  height  during 
period  of  use.  Utilization  levels  less  than  40%  may  be 
prescribed  in  severely  degraded  riparian  areas.  Flexibility 
permitted  for  stubble  height  if  management  strategies  defined 
in  activity  plans  or  grazing  agreements  would  achieve  riparian 
management  objectives.  See  Livestock  Grazing  Management 
STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  in  Chapter  4  for  more  detail. 

3.  In  riparian  areas  in  Management  Unit  14  -  a  4" 
minimum  stubble  height  would  be  maintained  from  6/15 
through  7/31  for  protection  of  sage  grouse  during  brood 
rearing.  A  2-1/2"  minimum  stubble  would  be  required  at  all 
other  times. 
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Table  2-2 

COMPARISON  OF  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT  CHANGES  IN  THE  PRMP 

AND  THE  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


ALTERNATIVE  E 
(Preferred  Alternative) 


PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


4.      In  riparian  areas  in  Management  Unit  15  -  a  4" 

minimum  stubble  height  would  be  required. 


New  or  additional  available  forage  would  be 
allocated  or  used  to  meet  watershed  objectives. 


Range  readiness  would  be  implemented  on  all 
allotments. 


AMPs  or 
developed 
annually. 


CRMAPs    would   be    revised    or 
at    the    rate    of  about    1-2   plans 


Existing  livestock  facilities  would  be  main- 
tained, and  new  range  facilities  and  treatments 
developed  according  to  AMPs  or  CRMAPs. 


Minimum  stubble  requirement  would  be  flexible  in  areas  covered  by 
activity  plans  or  grazing  agreements  that  would  achieve  unit  14  or  15 
management  goals.  A  4"  minimum  stubble  height  may  not  be 
achievable  in  some  riparian  areas  within  the  first  two  or  three  years. 
See  Livestock  Grazing  Management  in  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT,  Chapter  4  for  more  detail.  Riparian  concerns 
would  be  addressed  utilizing  above  guidance  as  needed  when  revising 
or  preparing  new  activity  plans.  Guidance  above  would  be 
incorporated  into  all  existing  activity  plans. 

Additional  forage  available  for  livestock  as  a  result  of  range 
improvements  or  treatments  would  be  allocated  according  to  43CFR 
4100,  with  consideration  given  to  meeting  the  basic  soil  and  watershed 
needs  as  defined  in  the  Montrose  District  Soil  Erosion  Monitoring 
Guidelines.  Additional  forage  would  be  considered  in  reactivating 
suspending  use  or  as  a  means  to  avoid  suspending  active  use. 

Range  readiness  criteria  would  be  considered  when  requests  for 
livestock  turn-out  dates  are  earlier  than  dates  specified  on  permits  or 
when  vegetation  growing  conditions  are  affected  by  drought  or  other 
natural  or  man-caused  influences,  such  as,  fire.  Range  readiness 
would  be  incorporated  into  existing  AMPs  utilizing  criteria  in 
Appendix  B.  Range  readiness  criteria  in  Appendix  B  would  be  used 
until  specific  criteria  can  be  written  into  each  AMP  or  other  activity 
plan. 

Existing  activity  plans  (AMPs,  CRMAPs,  etc.)  would,  based  on 
available  staffing,  be  evaluated  and,  if  necessary,  either  modified  or 
revised  using  a  coordinated  interdisciplinary  approach.  New  activity 
plans  would  also  be  developed  with  interdisciplinary  input  and 
consultation  with  permittees  and  other  affected  interests. 

Range  improvements  such  as  fences,  water  developments,  burns, 
spray  treatments,  and  others  would  continue  to  be  identified  and 
prescribed  in  activity  plans  or  agreements.  Any  range  improvements 
identified  in  the  MFP  ROD  that  were  not  implemented,  and  would 
enhance  or  facilitate  resource  management  objectives  would  be 
considered  for  development.  Existing  range  improvements  would 
continue  to  be  maintained  as  assigned  in  cooperative  agreements  and 
range  improvement  permits. 
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Livestock  grazing  changes  in  Management  Units  are 
listed  below  by  the  unit  numbers. 

1,  5,  7,  and  10  -  Based  on  public  comments, 
livestock  grazing  is  mentioned  as  a  significant  use 
occurring  in  these  units. 

2  -  The  requirement  to  maintain  a  4"  minimum 
stubble  height  at  all  times  along  the  entire  length  of 
four  fishery  streams  in  this  unit  in  the  DRMP 
Preferred  Alternative  was  changed,  based  on  internal 
review.  The  4"  is  required  along  only  a  total  of 
approximately  29  miles  of  these  riparian  areas,  and 
only  during  the  grazing  period  of  use.  Refer  to 
STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  for  information 
regarding  the  implementation  of  stubble  heights. 

4  -  The  elimination  of  livestock  grazing  in  this  unit  in 
the  DRMP  Preferred  Alternative  was  changed,  based 
on  public  comment  and  internal  review,  to  permit 
grazing  in  a  manner  such  that  conflicts  between 
livestock  and  recreationists  are  avoided,  especially 
during  the  wildflower  display  season. 

7  -  Based  on  internal  review  and  public  comment,  the 
elimination  of  grazing  along  North  Willow  Creek  in 
the  Preferred  Alternative  has  been  changed  in  the 
PRMP  to  permit  grazing  when  the  riparian  area  has 
recovered  sufficiently,  and  grazing  systems  would 
include  measures  to  facilitate  the  continued 
improvement  of  the  riparian  conditions  and  resources. 
The  importance  of  lands  in  this  unit  for  spring 
grazing  is  mentioned  in  the  unit  description. 

11  -  As  a  result  of  public  comments,  language  is 
included  in  the  PRMP  clarifying  that  new  available 
forage  from  range  improvements  or  treatments 
would  be  allocated  for  livestock  management  needs, 
after  considering  basic  watershed  needs. 

12  -  Based  on  public  comments,  language  is  included 
that  clarifies  that  compatible  range  improvements  or 
treatments  are  permitted  in  the  unit. 

13  -  Based  on  internal  review,  the  Pauline  Creek 
fishery  riparian  area  that  was  discussed  separately  in 
the  DRMP  Preferred  Alternative  in  this  unit  (13)  was 
moved  into  unit  15,  and  is  considered  in  that  unit 
discussion.    Management  of  the  stubble  along  that 


stream  is  not  discussed  separately,  and  is  included 
along  with  the  general  stubble  discussion  for  unit  15. 
The  1/4  mile  segment  of  Los  Pinos  Creek  that  was 
discussed  separately  in  unit  E-15  in  the  DRMP 
Preferred  Alternative  has  been  moved  into  this  unit 
(13)  in  the  PRMP,  and  is  also  discussed  separately. 
Based  on  internal  review  and  public  comment,  the 
elimination  of  grazing  along  this  segment  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative  has  been  changed  in  the  PRMP 
to  permit  grazing  when  the  riparian  area  has 
recovered  sufficiently. 

14  -  The  minimum  4"  stubble  height  in  this  unit  was 
changed  from  being  required  during  the  grazing 
period  of  use  to  being  required  from  June  15  through 
September  15,  in  order  to  more  closely  correspond  to 
the  most  critical  period  when  4"  would  be  crucial  for 
providing  cover  for  young  sage  grouse.  Also,  a 
minimum  2  1/2"  stubble  height  would  be  required  at 
all  other  times.  Refer  to  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  for  flexibility  to  minimum  stubble 
heights. 

15  -  Based  on  internal  review,  the  PRMP  clarifies 
that  the  requirement  to  achieve  and  maintain  a  4" 
minimum  stubble  height  in  this  unit  includes  the 
grazing  period  of  use.  Los  Pinos  Creek  is  now 
discussed  in  unit  13,  since  that  1/4  mile  segment  was 
deleted  from  unit  15.  The  1/4  mile  segment  of  the 
Tomichi  Creek  was  deleted  from  unit  15,  and  is 
discussed  in  the  prescription  for  unit  11.  The 
elimination  of  livestock  grazing  along  1/4  mile  of  the 
Tomichi  Creek  riparian  zone  in  the  DRMP  Preferred 
Alternative  was  changed  to  permit  grazing,  under 
conditions  of  an  agreement  (regarding  a  grazing 
strategy)  that  was  reached  with  BLM  and  the 
permittee  ensuring  that  riparian  management 
objectives  would  be  achieved.  Grazing  along 
Tomichi  Creek  is  thus  not  specifically  mentioned  in 
the  prescription  for  unit  1 1 . 

16  -  Language  has  been  added  to  this  unit  to  clarify 
that  range  improvements  or  treatments  would  not  be 
permitted  within  the  320  acre  section  along  Wildcat 
Creek  where  grazing  would  continue  not  to  be 
authorized,  and  that  otherwise  compatible  treatments 
would  be  permitted  according  to  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT. 
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Recreation  Management.  Based  on  internal  review, 
in  the  PRMP  no  CRMAP  for  the  Cochetopa  Canyon 
Special  Recreation  Management  Area  would  be 
prepared,  as  was  called  for  in  Standard  Management 
for  Alternative  E  (The  Preferred  Alternative).  The 
recreation  resources  in  the  unit  would  continue  to  be 
managed  according  to  the  existing  activity  plan. 

No  recreation  activity  plan  would  be  prepared  for  the 
Gunnison  Extensive  Recreation  Management  Area 
(ERMA),  and  Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum 
(ROS)  settings  would  not  be  determined,  as  was 
recommended  in  the  DRMP.  Recreation  project 
plans  would  be  developed  for  sites  proposed  for 
construction. 

Disposal  of  Public  Lands.  Two  tracts  were  added 
to     the     Category      I      Lands     in     STANDARD 


MANAGEMENT.  The  tracts  are  about  70.97 
and. 533  acres  in  size,  and  are  listed  and  described  in 
Appendix  D  as  Tracts  42  and  43, 
respectively.  Withdrawals  and  Classifications. 
Based  on  internal  review,  this  section  in  Standard 
Management  was  extensively  rewritten  and 
reorganized,  and  now  contains  a  summary  of 
recommendations  for  all  the  various  categories  of 
withdrawals  and  classifications,  including  reserves. 

Hazardous  Materials  Management,  Hazards 
Management.  Based  on  internal  review,  these 
sections  were  added  to  Standard  Management  in  the 
PRMP,  in  order  to  respond  to  the  need  to  consider 
remediation  and  other  actions  when  confronted  with 
hazard  sites/areas  and  hazardous  or  toxic  materials  on 
public  lands. 
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CHAPTER  THREE 


CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT  OF  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


Changes  have  been  made  to  the  text  of  various 
chapters  and  sections  of  the  Draft  Gunnison  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DRMP).  These  changes  have  been  made 
in  response  to  public  comments  and  internal  review, 
to  incorporate  new  information,  to  clarify 
management  actions  or  impacts,  or  to  correct 
information.  Table  3-1  in  this  chapter  is  a  list  of 
these  changes.    Map  3-1  in  this  chapter  shows 


additional  pronghorn  antelope  habitat  that  was 
erroneously  left  off  Map  A-3  in  Appendix  A,  the 
wildlife  management  appendix,  of  the  DRMP. 

Changes     that    affect     the    Preferred     Alternative 
(Alternative  E)  in  the  DRMP  have  been  incorporated 
into  the  text  of  the  Proposed  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(PRMP),  where  appropriate. 


Table  3-1 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  S-2;  Table  S-l;  OIL,  GAS,  AND 
GEOTHERMAL  RESOURCES. 


Page  S-5  and  S-6:  Table  S-l;  RIPARIAN 
ZONES;  Alternative  E. 


Page  S-8;  Table  S-l;  WILDLIFE 
HABITAT  MANAGEMENT. 


"Change  the  following  acre  numbers  as  a  result  of  incorrect 
calculations:  under  Alternative  A  change  "616,911"  to  610,169  and 
"328,271"  to  321,529;  under  Alternative  B  change  "679,381"  to 
672,639  and  "471,214"  to  464,472;  under  Alternative  C  change 
"726,918"  to  720,176;  under  Alternative  D  change  "674,164"  to 
667,422  and  "357,056"  to  350,314;  under  Alternative  E  change 
"680,911"  to  674,169  and  "595,344"  to  588,602. 

Page  S-5: 

**In  the  fourth  paragraph,  delete  "about  56  miles  of"; 

♦♦Insert  "(31  miles)"  after  E-ll; 

♦♦Insert  "(25  miles)"  after  E-14. 

Page  S-6: 

♦♦Change  "58  miles"  to  "57  miles". 

♦♦Alternative  B:  In  the  second  paragraph  in  the  column,  change 
"permanent"  to  temporary,  and  "implemented"  to  recommended. 
Change  the  sixth  paragraph  in  the  column  to  read  "Maintain  or 
improve  habitat  on  public  land  to  support  500  pronghorn  antelope,  500 
bighorn  sheep,  9,000  sage  grouse,  and  for  various  non-game  species, 
including  raptors. " 

♦♦Alternative  C:  In  the  second  paragraph  in  the  column,  change  the 
second  sentence  to  read  "Maintain/improve  habitat  on  public  land  to 
support  500  pronghorn  antelope,  50  bighorn  sheep,  6,000  sage  grouse, 
and  various  non-game  species." 
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CHAPTER  THREE 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  S-8;  Table  S-l;  WILDLIFE 
HABITAT  MANAGEMENT.  (Cont'd.) 


Page  S-9:  Table  S-l;  WILDLIFE 
HABITAT  MANAGEMENT; 

Alternative  E. 

Page  S-ll;  Table  S-l;  LIVESTOCK 
GRAZING  MANAGEMENT; 

Alternative  E. 


Page  S-12;  Table  S-l;  LIVESTOCK 
GRAZING  MANAGEMENT; 

Alternative  E. 

Page  S-13;  Table  S-l;  FOREST 
MANAGEMENT. 


Page  S-16;  Table  S-l;  VISUAL 
RESOURCES;  ALTERNATIVE  D. 

Page  S-19;  ACQUISITION  OF  NON- 
FEDERAL LANDS;  Alternative  E. 


Page  S-22;  Table  S-l;  HAZARDS 
MANAGEMENT  and  HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS  MANAGEMENT;  All 

Alternatives. 


** Alternative  D:  Change  the  fourth  paragraph  in  the  column  to  read 
"Maintain  or  improve  habitat  on  public  land  to  support  self-sustaining 
populations  of  bighorn  sheep  and  prong  horn  antelope,  9,000  sage 
grouse,  and  to  support  various  non-game  species. " 
♦♦Alternative  E:  second  paragraph  -  change  "permanent"  to 
temporary,  and  "implemented"  to  recommended;  change  the  third 
paragraph  to  read  "Designate  West  Antelope  ACEC  (unit  E-7,  28,215 
acres),  and  manage  to  improve  capability  of  habitat  to  support 
wintering  elk,  deer,  and  bighorn  sheep.  Land  uses  would  be  permitted 
that  do  not  degrade  elk  and  deer  crucial  winter  range.";  change  the 
fifth  paragraph  to  read  "Maintain  or  improve  habitat  on  public  land  to 
support  500  pronghom,  500  bighorn  sheep,  and  9,000  sage  grouse, 
and  to  support  various  non-game  species,  including  raptors. " 

••Change  the  fourth  paragraph  in  the  column  to  read  "Consider  moose 
introduction  in  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  SRMA,  if  not  designated 
as  wilderness." 

••In  the  first  paragraph,    substitute   "46,526  AUMs"   for   "46,501 
AUMs".  See  also  changes  to  pages  4-66  and  4-68. 
••In  the  fifth  paragraph,  substitute  "34  miles"  for  "92  miles",  and 
delete  "E-l". 

••Change  the  second  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph  to  read  "Existing 
categorization  for  all  allotments  to  continue. " 


** Alternative  E:  Insert  "Backlog"  at  the  beginning  of  the  last  sentence 

in  the  first  paragraph;  change  the  third  paragraph  to  read  "One  FMP 

would  be  prepared   for  the  Planning  Area,   incorporating  existing 

FMPs". 

••All  Alternatives:   the  text  has  been  changed  in  the  appropriate 

paragraphs  to  indicate  that,  on  average,  300  Christmas  trees  would  be 

possibly  harvested  annually. 


••Following  "VRM  Class  II  -",  change  "341,598  acres" 
acres,  as  a  result  of  a  calculation  error. 


to  311,598 


••Change  the  first  paragraph  to  read  "Managed  as  per... SRMA  (E-2), 
selected  private  land... Pinnacles  ACEC  (E-9),  and  270  acres  of  private 


lands  in  Dillon  Pinnacles  ACEC  (E-9). 
it  is  included  in  the  paragraph  above. 


Delete  the  last  paragraph,  as 


••These  two  resources/resource  uses  have  been  added  to  the  table  in 
the  PRMP  (Table  1-1,  Page  1-32)  that  is  similar  to  the  subject  table  in 
the  DRMP.  Please  refer  to  Table  1-1,  under  the  columns  for 
Alternatives  A-E  for  the  text. 


3-2 


CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  2-19;  Table  2-12;  SPECIAL 
STATUS  ANIMALS;  AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Page  2-19;  SPECIAL  STATUS  PLANT 
AND  ANIMAL  SPECIES  AND 
HABITAT;  INVERTEBRATES;  Right- 
hand  column;  AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Page  2-20;  Table  2-13;  SPECIAL 
STATUS  PLANTS;  AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 


Page  2-21;  Table  2-14;  SPECIAL 
STATUS  PLANTS;  AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Page  2-25;  WILDLIFE  HABITAT 
MANAGEMENT,  ELK/DEER;  first  full 
paragraph;  AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 


Page  2-35;  WILDERNESS  STUDY 

AREAS;  right-hand  column;  third 
paragraph;  AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 


Page  2-38;  HISTORICAL 
RESOURCES;  Table  2-29;  Footnote  2  at 
bottom  of  table;  AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT. 

Page  3-9;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Forest  Management; 

first  paragraph;  Alternative  A 


**As  the  last  entry,  under  the  four  columns  in  the  table,  add  the 
following  information. 

Column  1:  boreal  western  toad;  column  2:  Bufo  boreas  boreas; 
column  3:  Category  2  species;  column  4:  Historical. 

♦♦Delete  the  last  sentence  in  the  paragraph  and  insert  the  following 
sentence:  "On  June  24,  1991,  the  species  was  listed  as  endangered  by 
theU.S.F.&W.S." 


♦♦Delete  the  information  under  the  column  headed  COMMENTS, 
opposite  Gunnison  milkvetch,  and  substitute  the  following:  "Most 
information  is  20+  years  old,  indicates  species  commonly  occurs; 
observations  in  1989  and  1990  on  public  land. 

♦♦Change  the  status  of  the  Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly  from  "  1 " 
to  "Endangered".  Add  an  endnote  "7"  to  the  column  header 
"STATUS". 

♦♦Change  the  first  sentence  in  the  paragraph  to  read:  "Concerns  in  the 
Planning  Area  regarding  elk  and  deer  and  their  habitat  are  private  land 
development  within  crucial  winter  ranges,  the  extent  and  distribution 
of  palatable  shrub  browse  species,  vegetative/land  treatments  that 
remove  winter  browse,  animal  numbers  versus  habitat  conditions  in 
uplands  and  riparian  areas,  and  disturbances  and  human  activity  during 
critical  periods  within  crucial  winter  ranges. 

♦♦Insert  the  following  sentence  immediately  before  the  last  sentence  in 
the  paragraph: 

In  October,  1991,  the  Secretary  of  Interior  submitted  final 
recommendations  for  wilderness  designation  to  the  President.  Because 
of  mineral  values  and  conflicts,  no  acres  within  the  Redcloud  and 
Handies  Peak  WSAs  were  recommended  to  the  President.  These 
WSAs  will  remain  as  WSAs  until  acted  upon  or  released  by  Congress. 

♦♦Change  this  footnote  to  read: 

"2.  Interpretation  by  Curecanti  National  Recreation  Area  (NPS)  under 

Cooperative  Agreement". 

♦♦Change  the  second  sentence  in  the  paragraph  to  read 
"Approximately  44,062  acres  of  suitable  commercial  forest  lands  and 
19,262  acres  of  suitable  woodlands  would  be  available  for  harvest, 
resulting  in  a  possible  annual  harvest  of  1,200  MBF  of  commercial 
timber,  400  cords  of  fuelwood,  400  wildings,  and,  on  average,  300 
Christmas  trees." 
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CHAPTER  THREE 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  3-12;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Transportation  and 

Access;  Table  3-2;  EASEMENT 
PRIORITIES;  Entry  no.  4,  Alpine  Gulch; 
Alternative  A. 


Page  3-14;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Add  Hazardous 
Materials  Management;  Alternative  A. 


Page  3-18;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Wildlife  Habitat 
Management;  Terrestrial  Wildlife  and 
Habitat;  Sage  Grouse  Habitat; 
Alternative  B. 

Page  3-19;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Forest  Management; 

first  paragraph,  right-hand  column; 
Alternative  B. 


Page  3-22;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Add  Hazardous 
Material  Management;  Alternative  B. 


Page  3-27;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT  B-2; 
Transportation  and  Access; 

Alternative  B. 


♦♦Within  the  parens  following  "Alpine  Gulch",  under  the  column 

GENERAL  LOCATION,    insert   "and  horse"   between  the  words 

"foot"  and  "access". 

♦♦Under  the  column  BENEFITTING  ... 

USES,      insert     ".grazing     management"      after 

management"  entry  pertaining  to  Alpine  Gulch. 


the     "Recreation 


♦♦Add  the  following  paragraph  immediately  before  the  paragraph 
headed  "Law  Enforcement": 

Hazardous  Materials  Management.  Locations  on  public  lands 
showing  evidence  of  hazardous  materials  would  be  inventoried  and 
examined  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  and  remedied  to  the  degree 
necessary  to  protect  public  health,  safety,  and  public  or  private 
property.  Coordination  and  cooperation  with  appropriate  state  or  other 
agencies  to  properly  manage  hazardous  materials  would  continue. 
Trespass  dumping  and  littering  on  public  lands  would  be  controlled 
through  public  awareness,  signing,  and  monitoring. 

♦♦Change  the  second  sentence  in  the  paragraph  to  read  "Sagebrush 
and  riparian  vegetation  on  public  land  would  be  managed  to  support 
approximately  9,000  sage  grouse." 


♦♦Insert  the  following  paragraph  between  the  first  and  second 
paragraphs:  "Approximately  39,442  acres  of  suitable  commercial 
forest  lands  and  24,405  acres  of  suitable  woodlands  would  be  available 
for  harvest,  resulting  in  a  possible  annual  harvest  of  1,180  MBF  of 
commercial  timber,  505  cords  of  fuelwood;  250  acres  of  reforestation 
completed  annually.  Other  forest  products  (400  wildings,  and,  on 
average,  300  Christmas  trees)  would  be  harvested  or  would  possibly 
be  available. 

♦♦Add  the  following  paragraph  immediately  before  the  paragraph 
headed  "Law  Enforcement": 

Hazardous  Materials  Management.  Locations  on  public  lands 
showing  evidence  of  hazardous  materials  would  be  inventoried  and 
examined  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  and  remedied  to  the  degree 
necessary  to  protect  public  health,  safety,  and  public  or  private 
property.  Coordination  and  cooperation  with  appropriate  state  or  other 
agencies  to  properly  manage  hazardous  materials  would  continue. 
Trespass  dumping  and  littering  on  public  lands  would  be  controlled 
through  public  awareness,  signing,  and  monitoring. 

♦♦Change  the  text  to  read:  "Public  hiking  and  horse  access  would  be 
acquired  into  the  Alpine  Gulch  drainage  for  recreation  and  livestock 
grazing  management." 
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CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  3-51;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Wildlife  Habitat 
Management;  Terrestrial  Wildlife  and 
Habitat;  Sage  Grouse  Habitat; 
Alternative  C. 

Page  3-52;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Forest  Management; 

Alternative  C. 


Page  3-54;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Add  Hazardous 
Materials  Management;  Alternative  C. 


Page  3-71;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Wildlife  Habitat 
Management;  Terrestrial  Wildlife  and 
Habitat;  Sage  Grouse  Habitat; 
Alternative  D. 

Page  3-72;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Forest  Management; 

Alternative  D. 


♦♦Change  the  second  sentence  in  the  paragraph  to  read  "Sagebrush 
and  riparian  vegetation  on  public  land  would  be  managed  to  support 
approximately  6,000  sage  grouse." 


♦♦Insert  the  following  sentence  between  the  first  and  second  sentences: 
"Approximately  58,959  acres  of  suitable  commercial  forest  lands  and 
19,262  acres  of  suitable  woodlands  would  be  available  for  harvest, 
resulting  in  a  possible  annual  harvest  of  1,770  MBF  of  commercial 
timber,  approximately  400  cords  of  fuelwood,  400  wildings  and,  on 
average,  300  Christmas  trees. 

♦♦Add  the  following  paragraph  immediately  before  the  paragraph 
headed  "Law  Enforcement": 

Hazardous  Materials  Management.  Locations  on  public  lands 
showing  evidence  of  hazardous  materials  would  be  inventoried  and 
examined  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  and  remedied  to  the  degree 
necessary  to  protect  public  health,  safety,  and  public  or  private 
property.  Coordination  and  cooperation  with  appropriate  state  or  other 
agencies  to  properly  manage  hazardous  materials  would  continue. 
Trespass  dumping  and  littering  on  public  lands  would  be  controlled 
through  public  awareness,  signing,  and  monitoring. 

♦♦Change  the  second  sentence  in  the  paragraph  to  read  "Sagebrush 
and  riparian  vegetation  on  public  land  would  be  managed  to  support 
approximately  6,000  sage  grouse." 


♦♦Insert  the  following  sentence  between  the  first  and  second  sentences 
in  the  paragraph:  "Approximately  34,679  acres  of  suitable  commercial 
forest  lands  and  27,352  acres  of  suitable  woodlands  would  be  available 
for  harvest  resulting  in  a  possible  annual  harvest  of  1,040  MBF  of 
commercial  timber,  565  cords  of  fuelwood,  400  wildings,  and,  on 
average,  300  Christmas  trees.  500  acres  of  reforestation  would  be 
accomplished  in  unit  D-21. 

♦♦Add  the  following  two  sentences  to  the  end  of  the  paragraph:  "No 
commercial  timber  harvesting,  other  than  that  necessary  in 
implementing  other  actions,  would  occur  in  riparian  areas.  Trees  cut 
adjacent  to  riparian  areas  would  be  felled  in  a  direction  away  from  the 
riparian  area,  or  in  such  a  manner  as  to  minimize  riparian  area 
disturbance". 
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CHAPTER  THREE 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  3-75;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Add  Hazardous 
Materials  Management;  Alternative  D. 


Page  3-95;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 
D-20;  Transportation  and  Access; 
Alternative  D. 

Page  3-103;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Vegetation; 
Alternative  E. 

Page  3-104;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Wildlife  Habitat 
Management;  Terrestrial  Wildlife  and 
Habitat;  Sage  Grouse  Habitat; 
Alternative  E. 

Page  3-105;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Livestock  Grazing 
Management;    Alternative  E. 


♦•Add  the  following  paragraph  immediately  before  the  paragraph 
headed  "Law  Enforcement": 

Hazardous  Materials  Management.  Locations  on  public  lands 
showing  evidence  of  hazardous  materials  would  be  inventoried  and 
examined  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  and  remedied  to  the  degree 
necessary  to  protect  public  health,  safety,  and  public  or  private 
property.  Coordination  and  cooperation  with  appropriate  state  or  other 
agencies  to  properly  manage  hazardous  materials  would  continue. 
Trespass  dumping  and  littering  on  public  lands  would  be  controlled 
through  public  awareness,  signing,  and  monitoring. 

•♦Change  the  text  to  read:  "Public  hiking  and  horse  access  would  be 
acquired  into  the  Alpine  Gulch  drainage  for  recreation  management. 

**In  the  third  paragraph,  substitute  "2)"  in  place  of  the  second 
number  "1)". 

♦•Change  the  second  sentence  in  the  paragraph  to  read  "Sagebrush 
and  riparian  vegetation  on  public  land  would  be  managed  to  support 
approximately  6,000  sage  grouse." 


•♦Numbered  paragraph  2:  Change  the  first  sentence  to  read:  "With  the 
exception  of  riparian  zones  along  four  streams  in  unit  E-2,  Pauline 
Creek  in  unit  E-13,  and  all  those  in  units  E-14  and  E-15,  total  forage 
utilization  of  key  herbaceous  forage  species  in  the  Planning  Area 
would  be  limited  to  40-60%  of  the  current  years'  growth,  with  a  2-1/2 
inch  minimum  stubble  height  maintained  throughout  the  grazing 
season";  Add  the  following  sentence  at  the  end  of  the  paragraph: 
"Refer  to  the  prescriptions  for  Management  Units  E-2,  E-13,  E-14, 
and  E-15  for  recommended  livestock  grazing  actions  in  those  riparian 
areas". 
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CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  3-106;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Forest  Management. 


Page  3-109;  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT;  Add  Hazardous 
Materials  Management;  Alternative  E. 


Page  3-112;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT  El; 
Transportation  and  Access;  second 
sentence;  Alternative  E. 

Page  3-112;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT  El; 
Acquisition  of  Non-Federal  Lands;  First 
and  second  sentences;  Alternative  E. 

Page  3-113;MANAGEMENT  UNIT  E-2; 
Wildlife  Habitat  Management;  First 
paragraph,  second   sentence; 
Alternative  E. 


♦♦Second  paragraph: 

Add  the  word  "Backlog"  at  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  sentence. 
Change  the  second  sentence  to  read  "Approximately  41,347  acres  of 
suitable  commercial  forest  lands  and  23,615  acres  of  suitable  wood- 
lands would  be  available  for  harvest,  resulting  in  a  possible  annual 
harvest  of  1,200  MBF  of  commercial  timber,  490  cords  of  fuelwood, 
400  wildings,  and,  on  average,  300  Christmas  trees". 
Change  the  last  sentence  to  read:  "A  Planning  Area- wide  FMP  would 
be  completed  that  would  incorporate  and  update  the  two  existing 
FMPs". 

♦♦Third  paragraph:  Delete  the  fourth  sentence  and  substitute  the 
following  three  sentences  in  the  same  place:  "No  commercial  timber 
harvesting  would  occur  in  riparian  areas,  or  in  a  30-foot  area  either 
side  of  riparian  areas,  unless  riparian  or  wildlife  values  would  be 
improved.  Logging  decks  or  staging  areas  would  not  be  permitted 
within  riparian  areas  or  in  a  30-foot  area  either  side  of  riparian  areas. 
Trees  cut  adjacent  to  riparian  areas  would  be  felled  in  a  direction 
away  from  the  riparian  area,  or  in  such  a  manner  as  to  minimize 
riparian  area  disturbance." 

♦♦Add  the  following  paragraph  immediately  before  the  paragraph 
headed  "Law  Enforcement": 

Hazardous  Materials  Management.  Locations  on  public  lands 
showing  evidence  of  hazardous  materials  would  be  inventoried  and 
examined  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  and  remedied  to  the  degree 
necessary  to  protect  public  health,  safety,  and  public  or  private 
property.  Coordination  and  cooperation  with  appropriate  state  or  other 
agencies  to  properly  manage  hazardous  materials  would  continue. 
Trespass  dumping  and  littering  on  public  lands  would  be  controlled 
through  public  awareness,  signing,  and  monitoring. 

♦♦Change  the  text  to  read:  "Public  hiking  and  horse  access  would  be 
acquired  into  the  Alpine  Gulch  drainage  for  recreation  and  livestock 
grazing  management." 


♦♦After  the  word 
..."selected".... 


"available"   in  both  sentences,   insert  the  word 


♦♦Change  the  sentence  to  read:  "If  the  lands  in  the  unit  are 
considered  or  acted  upon  by  Congress  for  wilderness  designation,  and 
are  not  designated,  the  unit  would  be  evaluated  and  considered  for 
moose  introductions,  which  could  be  authorized  by  the  District 
Manager  following  environmental  analysis. " 
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CHAPTER  THREE 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  3-114;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT  E-2; 
Livestock  Grazing  Management; 

Alternative  E. 


Page  3-118;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT  E-7; 
right-hand  column;  first  paragraph; 
Alternative  E. 


Page  3-121;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 
E-10;  Right-hand  column;  Alternative  E. 


Page  3-123;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 

E-12;  Right-hand  column,  first  paragraph; 
Alternative  E. 


Page  3-124;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 

E-12;  Left-hand  column,  third  paragraph, 
first  sentence;  Alternative  E. 


Page  3-125;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 
E-13;  left-hand  column,  second  full 
paragraph;  Alternative  E. 


••Delete  the  last  sentence  in  the  paragraph  and  substitute  the  following 
two  sentences:  "Livestock  grazing  along  2.2  miles  of  Fourth  of  July 
Creek,  10.2  miles  of  the  East  Fork  of  Powderhorn  Creek,  8.3  miles  of 
the  Middle  Fork  of  Powderhorn  Creek,  and  8.7  miles  of  the  West 
Fork  of  Powderhorn  Creek  would  be  managed  to  maintain  a  4" 
minimum  stubble  height  for  key  forage  species  in  these  riparian  zones 
containing  important  fisheries.  This  action  is  recommended  in  order  to 
improve  and  maintain  streams  and  streamside  conditions,  including 
soils  and  vegetation". 

••Change  the  third  sentence  to  read: 

"The  area   would  be   managed   to   improve  the  capabilities  of  the 

resources  in  the  unit  to  support  wintering  elk,  deer,   and  bighorn 

sheep." 

••Between  the  first  and  second  full  paragraphs  insert  the  following 
new  paragraph:  "Federal  mineral  estate  totalling  225  acres  within 
BLM  protective  withdrawal  C-014711  along  parts  of  Cebolla  Creek 
would  continue  to  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location  in 
order  to  protect  riparian  and  recreation  values  from  potential  mining 
related   disturbances". 

••Change  the  last  sentence  in  the  second  full  paragraph  to  read: 
"Disposal  of  mineral  materials  would  not  be  permitted  on  1,245  acres 
of  federal  mineral  estate  from  April  15  through  June  30  within  elk- 
calving  areas  to  prevent  disturbance  to  calving  elk,  and  on  225  acres 
yearlong  within  withdrawal  C-014711  to  protect  recreation  and 
riparian  values  along  parts  of  Cebolla  Creek  from  potential 
disturbances  associated  with  mineral  material  disposal. " 

••Delete  the  following  sentence  between  semi-colons:  "existing  elk 
numbers  being  above  CDOW  long-range  herd  objectives  in  GMU  55". 
The  CDOW  has  supplied  data  that  indicates  this  is  not  a  current 
concern  in  this  area. 

••Change  the  sentence  to  read: 

"To  prevent  disturbance  to  calving  elk,  seasonal  stipulations  on 
seismic  and  drilling  activities  would  be  in  effect  on  approximately  235 
acres  of  federal  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  estate  under  federal  surface, 
from  April  16  through  June  30,  within  elk-calving  areas  in  the  unit." 

••Change  the  eighth  sentence  to  read: 

"Livestock  grazing  in  the  riparian  area  along  approximately  1.7  miles 
of  public  land  bordering  Pauline  Creek  would  be  managed  to  maintain 
a  4  inch  minimum  stubble  height  for  key  forage  species  in  order  to 
improve  and  maintain  stream  and  streamside  conditions,  including 
soils  and  vegetation. " 
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CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  3-125;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 
E-13;  right-hand  column.first  full 
paragraph;  Alternative  E. 

Page  3-126;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 
E-14;  Left-hand  column;  first  one- 
sentence,  complete  paragraph; 
Alternative  E. 

Page  3-127;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 
E-15;  first  one-sentence  complete 
paragraph;  Alternative  E. 

Page  3-127;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 
E-14;  Livestock  Grazing  Management; 

Alternative  E. 

Page  3-127;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 

E-15;  right-hand  column;  Alternative  E. 


Page  3-128;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 
E-15;  Left-hand  column,  first  and  second 
paragraphs;  Alternative  E. 


Page  3-128;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 
E-15;  Left-hand  column,  first  and  second 
paragraphs;  Alternative  E.  (Cont'd.) 


**At  the  end  of  the  paragraph  add  the  following  sentence:  "Mineral 
material  disposal  would  not  be  authorized  on  these  lands". 

**Change  the  one-sentence  paragraph  to  read: 

"This  unit  consists  of  riparian  areas  containing  important  sage  grouse 

brood  rearing  habitat  along  about  25  miles  of  public  land. " 

**  Change  the  paragraph  to  read: 

"This  unit  consists  of  riparian  areas   containing  important  fishery 

streams  along  about  57  miles  of  public  land. " 

**In  the  first  sentence,  insert  "throughout"  for  the  word  "during". 


**At  the  bottom  of  the  column,  insert  the  following  new  paragraph: 
"Federal  mineral  estate  totalling  122  acres  in  BLM  protective 
withdrawal  C-014711  along  parts  of  Cebolla  Creek  would  continue  to 
be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location  in  order  to  protect 
riparian  values  from  potential  mining  disturbances.  Federal  mineral 
estate  totalling  445  acres  in  BLM  protective  withdrawal  C-0125423 
along  the  backcountry  byway  would  also  continue  to  be  withdrawn 
from  mineral  entry  and  location  in  order  to  protect  scenery  along  the 
byway  from  potential  mining  disturbances". 

**Change  the  first  and  second  paragraphs  to  read:  "Federal  oil,  gas, 
and  geothermal  estate,  totalling  567  acres  under  federal  surface,  would 
be  open  to  leasing  with  a  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation  within  BLM 
protective  withdrawals  C-0125423  and  C-014711  to  protect  scenery 
and  riparian  areas." 

♦♦"Federal  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  estate  within  elk  calving  areas, 
247  acres  under  federal  surface,  would  be  open  to  leasing  with  a 
seasonal  stipulation  being  in  effect  from  April  16  through  June  30  to 
prevent  disturbance  to  calving  elk.  Seismic  activities  would  be 
restricted  during  that  same  period.  Variances  to  these  stipulations  may 
be  granted  (See  Appendix  K).  Disposal  of  mineral  materials  on  the 
federal  mineral  estate  in  these  areas  would  not  be  permitted  during 
those  same  times  for  the  same  reasons. " 
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CHAPTER  THREE 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  3-128;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 
E-15;  Alternative  E. 


Page  3-129;  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 

E-16;  Left-hand  column;  Alternative  E. 


Livestock  Grazing  Management: 

**In  the  second  sentence,  insert  the  phrase  ...throughout  the  grazing 
season...  between  the  words  "inches"  and  "would". 
•♦Add  the  following  sentence  at  the  end  of  the  paragraph:  Livestock 
grazing  would  continue  to  not  be  authorized  along  Henson  Creek  in 
order  to  maintain  riparian,    fishery,  and  scenic  values. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications: 

**Change  the  paragraph  to  read:The  BLM  protective  withdrawals  C- 
0125423  along  the  backcountry  byway  in  the  unit,  about  445  acres, 
and  C-014711  (122  acres)  along  parts  of  Cebolla  Creek,  would  be 
continued,  in  order  to  protect  riparian,  fishery,  and  scenic  values. 

**Add  the  following  paragraph  between  the  second  and  third 
paragraphs:  "The  federal  mineral  estate  at  the  60-acre  Soap  Creek  and 
the  40-acre  Old  Agency  F.  S.  administrative  sites  would  continue  to 
be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location  in  order  to  prevent 
potential  mining  disturbances  on  these  lands". 

••Third  paragraph:  change  the  third  paragraph  to  read:  "Federal  oil 
and  gas  estate  totalling  252  acres  under  federal  surface  within  1/4  mile 
radius  of  sage  grouse  lek  sites  would  be  open  to  leasing  with  a  no 
surface  occupancy  stipulation  to  prevent  disturbance  to  strutting  sage 
grouse.  The  federal  oil  and  gas  estate  at  the  40-acre  Old  Agency  and 
the  60-acre  Soap  Creek  FS  administrative  sites  would  be  open  to 
leasing  with  no  surface  occupancy  in  order  to  protect  these  uses  and 
facilities  from  disturbance.  Federal  oil  and  gas  estate,  4,580  acres 
under  federal  surface  and  4,885  acres  of  split  estate  within  elk  calving 
areas  would  be  open  to  leasing  with  a  seasonal  stipulation  on  seismic 
and  drilling  activities  being  in  effect  from  April  16  through  June  30  to 
prevent  disturbance  to  calving  elk.  Variances  to  these  stipulations  may 
be  granted  (see  Appendix  K).  For  these  same  reasons,  disposal  of 
mineral  materials  would  not  be  permitted  on  4,580  acres  of  federal 
mineral  estate  from  April  16  through  June  30  within  elk-calving  areas, 
and  on  the  two  FS  administrative  sites  yearlong. " 
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CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  4-29;  IMPACTS  ON  SOIL  AND 
WATER  RESOURCES;  Impacts  From 
Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal  Management; 

Alternative  C. 


Page  4-30;  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
ON  SOILS  AND  WATER 
RESOURCES;  Alternative  C. 


Page  4-31;  IMPACTS  ON  SPECIAL 
PLANT.. .AND  HABITAT;  Impacts 
From  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal 
Management;  Alternative  C. 


Page  4-32;  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
ON  SPECIAL  STATUS  PLANT...AND 
HABITAT;  Alternative  C. 


•♦Substitute  the  following  language  for  the  indicated  paragraph: 
Impacts  from  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal  Management.  All  the 

federal  oil  and  gas  estate  in  the  Planning  Area,  720,176  acres,  is  open 
to  leasing  in  this  alternative  under  standard  terms  and  conditions.  Oil 
and  gas  activities,  such  as  road,  drill  pad,  or  utility  construction, 
related  to  one  or  two  wells  could  result  in  localized,  site  specific 
increased  sediment  yields  from  approximately  25  acres  of  surface 
disturbance.  The  potential  for  increased  yields  would  be  greatest  from 
surface  disturbances  occurring  on  the  projected  25  acres  within  the 
487,388  acres  of  public  lands  containing  soils  with  an  erosion  potential 
class  of  moderate  or  greater.  Accidental  fluid  discharges,  such  as 
drilling  fluids  escaping  during  drilling  operations,  could  contaminate 
surface  waters  and  soils. 

**Change  the  last  sentence  in  the  paragraph  to  read: 
"Sediment  and  erosion  rates  would  be  expected  to  increase  as  a  result 
of  all  public  lands  being  open  to  OHV  use,  and  also  as  a  result  of  no 
lands  being  closed  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  or  being  subject  to  oil  and 
gas  stipulations  that  would  prevent  related  surface  disturbances.  On  a 
Planning  Area-  wide  basis  the  cumulative  impacts  from  developing  one 
or  two  wells  would  not  be  significant. " 

"Substitute  the  following  language  for  that  in  the  indicated  paragraph: 
Impacts  from  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal  Management.  Oil  and  gas 
drill  pad,  road,  and  utility  construction  within  720,176  acres  that 
would  be  open  to  leasing,  under  standard  terms  and  conditions,  could 
potentially  result  in  the  accidental  destruction  of  special  status  species 
or  habitat,  including  known  and  potential  habitat  and  populations  of 
skiff  milkvetch  (a  BLM  sensitive  species)  and  Uncompahgre  fritillary 
butterfly  populations  and  potential  habitat  (a  USF&WS  endangered 
species)  in  the  South  Beaver  Creek  and  Redcloud  Peak  areas.  The 
accidental  destruction  would  potentially  result  from  approximately  25 
acres  of  surface  disturbance  related  to  developing  one  or  two  oil  and 
gas  wells. 

**Insert  the  following  sentence  at  the  end  of  the  paragraph:  "Because 
of  fewer  restrictions  on  surface  disturbing  activities,  such  as  those 
from  potential  oil  and  gas  activities,  the  potential  risk  of  accidental 
destruction  of  known  or  potential  populations  or  habitat  of  the 
Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly,  skiff  milkvetch,  or  other  special 
status  species  or  habitat,  would  be  increased  in  this  alternative. " 


3-11 


CHAPTER  THREE 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  4-32;  IMPACTS  ON 
TERRESTRIAL  WILDLIFE  AND 
HABrTAT;  Alternative  C. 


••Add  the  following  paragraph  after  the  paragraph  headed  "Impacts 
From  Loca table  Minerals  Management": 

Impacts  From  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal  Management.  No  areas 
would  be  closed  to  leasing  and  no  oil  and  gas  stipulations  would  be  in 
effect  in  this  alternative.  Localized  or  site  specific  impacts  from 
surface  or  other  disturbance  related  to  developing  one  or  two  wells 
could  be  significant  if  activity  occurred  during  critical  periods 
necessary  for  reproduction  or  winter  survival  of  big  game  species  on 
elk  calving  areas  (11,823  acres)  or  on  crucial  winter  ranges  (208,629 
acres)  overlying  federal  oil  and  gas  estate.  These  impacts  could  be 
significant  because  elk  calving  areas  are  generally  small  in  size  and 
are  selected  by  elk  for  particular  characteristics.  Also,  much  of  the  elk 
and  deer  crucial  winter  range  in  the  Planning  Area,  including  on 
important  areas  west  of  Gunnison  and  north  of  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir, 
occurs  on  fairly  gentle  terrain  (sparsely  vegetated,  and  dissected  by 
narrow,  shallow  drainages)  that  results  in  long  site  distances  and  few 
sound  barriers  that  could  serve  as  buffers.  Oil  and  gas  activities  could 
result  in  habitat  removal,  increased  stress  and  excessive  energy 
expenditure,  increased  mortality  and  birth  losses,  decreases  in  the 
survival  of  elk  calves  and  other  young,  and  a  decrease  in  the 
improvement  of  the  overall  condition  and  health  of  these  animals  on 
these  lands.  Without  stipulations,  the  stress  from  these  activities 
could,  where  they  occur,  result  in  potentially  reduced  weights  of  big 
game  species  and  their  increased  susceptibility  to  disease.  Construction 
of  roads,  drill  pads,  and  utilities,  and  increased  road  use  and  human 
activity  would  tend  to  repel  or  disturb  big  game  species,  and  could 
potentially  result  in  animals  migrating  onto  poor  habitat.  Possible 
over-utilization  of  forage  on  other  lands  could  also  result. 

Similar,  localized  or  site-specific  impacts  from  surface  or  other  oil  and 
gas  related  disturbances  from  one  or  two  wells  could  also  be 
significant  to  bighorn  sheep  yearlong  at  specific  locations  within  and 
along  the  narrow  habitat  areas  in  the  Cebolla  and  Cochetopa  Creek 
areas  (15,407  acres).  Disturbances  from  one  or  two  wells  in  these 
areas  could  cause  the  animals  to  abandon  the  habitat  for  poorer  habitat 
in  other  locations. 

If  oil  and  gas  related  activity  occurred  at  any  of  27  lek  sites  or  within 
2,417  acres  of  riparian  brood  rearing  habitat,  sage  grouse  and  grouse 
habitat  would  be  potentially  destroyed  or  displaced,  or  would  be 
disturbed  by  surface  or  other  disturbances  at  critical  periods  or 
locations  in  these  finite  habitat  types. 
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CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  4-33;  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
ON  TERRESTRIAL  WILDLIFE  AND 
HABITAT;  Alternative  C. 


Page  4-35;  IMPACTS  ON 
RECREATION  MANAGEMENT; 

Alternative  C. 


**Add  the  following  sentence,  after  the  first  sentence  in  the 
paragraph: 

"In  the  event  that  oil  and  gas  related  activities  occur  within  the 
Planning  Area,  elk,  deer,  bighorn  sheep  and  sage  grouse  would 
potentially  be  subject  to  habitat  removal  and  stresses  from  related 
human  and  surface  disturbances  if  the  activities  occur  at  important 
critical  periods  or  locations.  The  cumulative  impacts  to  elk  and  deer, 
on  a  Planning  Area-wide  basis,  from  one  or  two  oil  and  gas  wells 
would  not  be  significant  unless  these  activities  occurred  within  elk- 
calving  areas  or  in  the  important  crucial  winter  ranges  west  of 
Gunnison  and  north  of  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir.  These  impacts  could  be 
significant  in  these  areas  because  much  of  the  elk  and  deer  crucial 
winter  range  west  of  Gunnison  and  north  of  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir 
occurs  on  fairly  gentle  terrain  (sparsely  vegetated,  and  dissected  by 
narrow,  shallow  drainages)  that  results  in  long  site  distances  and  few 
sound  barriers  that  could  serve  as  buffers.  Oil  and  gas  activities  could 
result  in  habitat  removal,  increased  stress  and  excessive  energy 
expenditure,  increased  mortality,  decreases  in  the  survival  of  elk 
calves  and  other  young,  and  a  decrease  in  the  improvement  of  the 
overall  condition  and  health  of  these  animals  on  these  lands.  Without 
stipulations,  the  stress  from  these  activities  could,  where  they  occur, 
result  in  potentially  reduced  weights  of  big  game  species  and  their 
increased  susceptibility  to  disease.  Construction  of  roads,  drill  pads, 
and  utilities,  and  increased  road  use  and  human  activity  would  tend  to 
repel  or  disturb  big  game  species,  and  could  potentially  result  in 
animals  migrating  onto  poor  habitat.  Possible  over-utilization  of  forage 
on  other  lands  could  also  result. " 

**Insert  the  following  paragraph  after  the  paragraph  headed  "Impacts 

From  Locatable  Minerals  Management": 

Impacts  From  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal  Management.  Oil  and  gas 

activities,  as  a  result  of  developing  one  or  two  wells,  could  have  a 
negative  impact  on  recreation  resources  where  road,  drill  pad,  and 
utility  construction  occurs  in  three  Special  Recreation  Management 
Areas  SRMAs),  or  on  certain  lands  in  the  Gunnison  Extensive 
Recreation  Management  Area  (ERMA),  including  undeveloped 
recreation  areas  at  the  Hartman's  Rock,  Slate  River,  and  High  Mesa 
areas.  The  quality  of  the  recreation  experience  would  be  lessened. 
These  activities  and  facilities  in  semi-primitive  non-motorized  and 
primitive  ROS  settings  could  result  in  these  lands  being  managed  for 
less  restrictive  ROS  settings.  Visitation  in  these  areas  by  those  seeking 
solitude  would  decrease.  Increased  access  to  remote  areas  could 
increase  OHV  activity  and  cause  additional  surface  disturbance.  The 
quality  of  scenic  viewing  and  hunting  activities  could  be  lessened  as  a 
result  of  these  activities,  in  some  locations. 


3-13 


CHAPTER  THREE 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  4-36;  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
ON  RECREATION;  Alternative  C. 


Page  4-37;  IMPACTS  ON  VISUAL 
RESOURCES;  Alternative  C. 


Page  4-38;  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
ON  VISUAL  RESOURCES; 

Alternative  C. 


Page  4-45;  IMPACTS  ON 
TERRESTRIAL  WILDLIFE  AND 
HABITAT;  Impacts  From  Wildlife 
Habitat  Management;  Alternative  D. 

Page  4-56;  IMPACTS  ON  SOILS  AND 
WATER  RESOURCES;  Right-hand 
column;  Alternative  E. 


••Change  the  last  sentence  in  the  paragraph  to  read:  "The  decrease  in 
use  would  occur  because  of  lowered  scenic  quality,  altered  ROS 
settings,  displacement  of  wildlife,  and  losses  of  wildlife  habitat  and 
fisheries  from  a  variety  of  land  uses,  including  potential  mining  and 
oil  and  gas  activity.  The  cumulative  impact,  on  a  Planning  Area-wide 
basis,  from  developing  one  or  two  wells  would  not  be  significant 
unless  activity  occurred  in  close  proximity  to  facilities  used  by 
recreationists. " 

••Insert  the  following  paragraph  after  the  paragraph  headed  "Impacts 
From  Loca table  Minerals  Management": 

Impacts  From  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal  Management.  Drill  pad, 
road,  or  utility  construction,  where  they  would  potentially  occur, 
would  alter  landscape  characteristics,  reduce  scenic  quality,  and  could 
potentially  result  in  long-term,  site-specific,  significant  visual  impacts 
that  exceed  allowable  visual  contrast,  on  a  variety  of  landscape  types 
in  the  Planning  Area,  especially  in  areas  south  and  west  of  Lake  City, 
that  receive  heavy  motorized  and  non-motorized  recreation  use.  These 
impacts  would  be  more  difficult  to  mitigate  and  would  potentially  be 
greatest  if  development  occurred  within  lands  with  VRM  Class  I  or  II 
management  objectives. 

••Add  the  following  sentence  to  the  end  of  the  paragraph: 
Cumulative  impacts  to  visual  resources  from  one  or  two  oil  and  gas 
wells  would  not  be  significant  on  a  Planning  Area-wide  basis,  unless 
the  development  were  to  occur  in  foreground  or  middleground 
landscapes  with  high  quality  scenery,  usually  defined  as  VRM  class  I 
or  II  lands. 

••Change  the  fourth  paragraph  in  the  left-hand  column  to  read  "By 
improving  riparian  and  sagebrush  vegetation  on  public  land,  habitat 
would  be  available  to  support  approximately  9,000  sage  grouse." 

••In  the  paragraph  headed  "Impacts  from  Soil  and  Water  Resources 
Management",  change  the  second  sentence  in  the  second  paragraph  to 
read:  "  Securing  instream  flows,  where  appropriate,  would  protect 
existing  fisheries". 
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CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  4-56;  IMPACTS  ON  SOILS  AND 
WATER  RESOURCES;  Right-hand 
column;  Alternative  E.  (Cont'd.) 


Page  4-57;  IMPACTS  ON  SOILS  AND 
WATER  RESOURCES;  Right-hand 
column;  Alternative  E. 


Page  4-58;  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
ON  SOILS  AND  WATER 
RESOURCES;  Alternative  E. 


Page  4-58;  IMPACTS  ON  RIPARIAN 
ZONES;  Right-hand  column; 
Alternative  E. 


Page  4-59;  IMPACTS  ON  SPECIAL 
PLANT  AND  ANIMALS  SPECIES 
AND  HABITAT;  Impacts  From  Oil, 
Gas,  and  Geothermal  Management; 

Alternative  E. 


♦♦Substitute  the  following  language  for  the  sentences  in  the  indicated 
paragraph.  Impacts  from  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal  Management. 

In  the  event  that  surface-disturbing  oil  and  gas  activities,  related  to 
developing  one  or  two  wells,  such  as  road,  drill  pad,  or  utility 
construction,  occur  on  636,147  acres  open  to  leasing  with  standard  or 
seasonal  stipulations,  localized,  site  specific,  increased  sediment  yields 
could  result  on  these  lands  where  these  activities  take  place,  as  a  result 
of  approximately  25  acres  of  related  soil  disturbance.  The  potential  for 
increased  yields  would  be  greatest  on  487,388  acres  of  public  lands 
containing  soils  with  an  erosion  potential  class  greater  than  moderate. 
Accidental  fluid  discharges,  such  as  produced  water,  during  drilling 
operations,  could  contaminate  surface  waters  and  soils. 

Lease  closures  on  46,007  acres,  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  on 
35,605  acres,  and  controlled  surface  use  stipulations  on  2,417  acres 
that  would  prohibit  any  oil  and  gas  related  surface  disturbance  would 
prevent  these  potential  impacts  from  occurring  on  those  lands. 

Impacts  from  Livestock  Grazing  Management: 

♦♦In  the  first  paragraph,  right-hand  column,  change  the  sentence  to 
read:      "Managing  320  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Wildcat  Creek 
drainage  as  unavailable  for  livestock  grazing  would  help  maintain  and 
protect  the  quality  of  Crested  Butte's  municipal  water  supply." 
Impacts  from  Transportation  and  Access: 
♦♦In  the  last  sentence,  delete  the  word  "extraordinary". 

♦♦Add  the  following  sentence  to  the  end  of  the  paragraph.  "Oil  and 
gas  no  surface  occupancy  and  controlled  surface  use  stipulations,  and 
closing  areas  to  leasing  could  prevent  soil  erosion  and  sedimentation. 
Cumulative  impacts  from  one  or  two  wells,  on  a  Planning  Area-wide 
basis,  would  not  be  significant. " 

♦♦Change  the  first  sentence  in  the  paragraph  headed  "Impacts  from 
Soil  and  Water  Resources  Management"  to  read:  "Vegetation 
treatments  designed  to  increase  plant  basal  cover  and  reduce 
accelerated  soil  erosion  would  enhance  riparian  areas  by  reducing  the 
magnitude  of  flood  waters  and  sediment  delivery. " 

**Change  the  indicated  paragraph  to  read  as  follows:  Impacts  From 
Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal  Management.  Oil  and  gas  drill  pad, 
road,  and  utility  construction  within  588,602  acres  that  would  be  open 
to  leasing  under  standard  terms  and  conditions,  could  potentially  result 
in  the  accidental  destruction  of  special  status  species  or  habitat.  These 
species  would  be  protected  from  accidental  destruction  from  potential 
oil  and  gas  related  activities  on  46,007  acres  that  would  be  closed  to 
leasing,  on  35,605  acres  that  would  be  subject  to  no  surface  occupancy 
stipulations  (including  known  populations  and  potential  habitat  of  skiff 
milkvetch  and  the  Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly  in  two 
recommended  ACECs),  and  on  2,417  acres  subject  to  controlled 
surface  use  stipulations. 
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CHAPTER  THREE 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  4-60;  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
ON  SPECIAL  STATUS  PLANT  AND 
ANIMAL  SPECIES  AND  HABITAT; 

Alternative  E. 


Page  4-61;  IMPACTS  ON 
TERRESTRIAL  WILDLIFE  AND 
HABITAT;  Impacts  From  Wildlife 
Habitat  Management;  Left-hand  column; 
Alternative  E. 


TERRESTRIAL  WILDLIFE  AND 
HABITAT;  Impacts  From  Oil,  Gas,  and 
Geothermal  Management;  Alternative  E.12 


♦♦Delete  the  single  paragraph  and  add  these  paragraphs:  Restrictions 
on  surface  disturbance,  including  closing  areas  to  oil  and  gas  leasing, 
controlled  surface  use  stipulations,  and  no  surface  occupancy  oil  and 
gas  stipulations,  special  designations,  limiting  OHV  traffic  and 
implementing  restrictions  on  livestock  grazing  and  rights-of-way 
location  would  protect  and  enhance  habitat  for  special  status  species 
and  habitat  and  would  help  prevent  accidental  destruction  or  loss  of 
these  species  and  their  habitat  where  they  might  occur  in  these  areas. 

Oil  and  gas  drill  pad,  road,  and  utility  construction  on  lands  that 
would  be  open  to  leasing  under  standard  terms  and  conditions,  could 
potentially  result  in  the  accidental  destruction  of  special  status  species 
or  habitat  areas.  The  accidental  destruction  would  potentially  result 
from  approximately  25  acres  of  surface  disturbance  related  to 
developing  one  or  two  oil  and  gas  wells. " 

♦♦Change  the  second  paragraph  to  read:  "Land  or  vegetative 
treatments  or  projects  that  occur  on  28,147  acres  of  pronghorn 
antelope  habitat  in  unit  E-ll  would  be  designed  to  improve  forb 
composition  of  sagebrush  communities  for  sage  grouse  and  pronghorn 
antelope. " 

♦♦Third  paragraph:  Change  the  second  sentence  to  read:  "By 
improving  riparian  and  sagebrush  vegetation  on  public  land,  habitat 
would  be  available  to  support  approximately  9,000  sage  grouse." 

♦♦Substitute  the  following  paragraphs  for  the  indicated  paragraphs  in 
the  DRMP:  Impacts  from  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal  Management. 

In  the  event  oil  and  gas  activities  occur,  timing  limitations  on  13,068 
acres  of  elk  calving  areas,  and  on  34,477  acres  of  big  game  crucial 
winter  range  in  the  proposed  West  Antelope  Creek  ACEC,  would, 
during  critical  periods  necessary  for  winter  survival  or  successful 
reproduction  of  these  species,  prevent  potentially  significant,  site- 
specific  or  localized  impacts  from  surface  or  other  disturbances  related 
to  developing  one  or  two  wells.  Elk  calving  areas  are  generally  small 
in  size  and  are  selected  by  elk  for  particular  characteristics.  The 
stipulations  would  also  prevent  stress  and  excessive  energy 
expenditure,  mortality  and  birth  losses,  ensure  the  survival  of  calves, 
and  help  maintain  the  overall  condition  and  health  of  these  animals  on 
these  lands. 
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CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


TERRESTRIAL  WILDLIFE  AND 
HABITAT;  Impacts  From  Oil,  Gas,  and 
Geothermal  Management;  Alternative  E.  12 
(Cont'd.) 


No  surface  occupancy  stipulations  would  similarly  protect  bighorn 
sheep  and  their  habitat  on  15,407  acres  along  narrow,  year-round 
habitat  areas  in  the  Cebolla  and  Cochetopa  Creek  areas  (unit  E-10) 
from  potentially  significant  surface  or  other  disturbances  related  to  one 
or  two  wells. 


Page  4-61;  IMPACTS  ON 
TERRESTRIAL  WILDLIFE  AND 
HABITAT;  Impacts  From  Oil,  Gas,  and 
Geothermal  Management;  Alternative  E. 
(Cont'd) 


Page  4-64;  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
ON  TERRESTRIAL  WILDLIFE  AND 
HABrTAT;  Second  paragraph; 
Alternative  E. 


Sage  grouse  on  3,402  acres  at  lek  sites  would  also  be  protected  from 
similar  disturbances  by  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations. 
Approximately  2,417  acres  of  sage  grouse  brood  rearing  habitat  in 
riparian  areas  in  unit  E-14  would  be  protected  from  potential  surface 
and  other  oil  and  gas  related  disturbances  by  a  controlled  surface  use 
stipulation. 

These  controlled  surface  use,  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations,  and 
one  area  being  closed  to  leasing,  would  coincidentally,  prevent  similar 
oil  and  gas  related  disturbances  from  occurring  on  an  additional  6,889 
acres  of  crucial  big  game  winter  range. 

Big  game  and  habitat  on  approximately  77  percent  of  the  crucial  big 
game  winter  range  in  the  Planning  Area  on  public  lands  containing 
federal  oil  and  gas  estate  (136,034  acres)  would  be  subject  to  potential 
surface  and  other  related  disturbances  from  one  or  two  wells  during 
critical  periods.  Much  of  the  elk  and  deer  crucial  winter  range  in  the 
Planning  Area  occurs  on  fairly  gentle  terrain  (sparsely  vegetated,  and 
dissected  by  narrow,  shallow  drainages)  that  results  in  long  site 
distances  and  few  sound  barriers  that  could  serve  as  buffers.  The 
stress  from  these  surface  and  other  disturbances  could,  where  they 
occur  on  these  lands,  result  in  potentially  reduced  weights  of  big  game 
species  and  their  increased  susceptibility  to  disease.  Construction  of 
roads,  drill  pads,  and  utilities,  and  increased  road  use  and  human 
activity  would  tend  to  repel  big  game  species,  creating  disturbance, 
and  potentially  resulting  in  forage  over-utilization  on  other  lands. 

♦♦Substitute  the  following  sentences  for  the  indicated  paragraph: 
Sage  grouse  and  their  habitat,  and  big  game,  including  elk,  deer,  and 
bighorn  sheep  would  be  protected  seasonally  and  yearlong  at  critical 
locations  and  periods  in  some  areas  from  oil  and  gas  related 
disturbances.  In  the  event  that  oil  and  gas  related  activities  occur 
within  the  Planning  Area,  wildlife  species  on  77  percent  of  the  crucial 
big  game  winter  range  would  potentially  be  subject  to  stresses  from 
related  human  and  surface  disturbances,  if  the  activities  occur  at 
important  critical  periods  or  locations.  Cumulative  impacts  on  elk  and 
deer  within  crucial  winter  ranges  from  one  or  two  oil  and  gas  wells 
would  not  be  significant  on  a  Planning  Area-wide  basis.  Disturbances 
to  species  and  habitat  from  discretionary  human  related  disturbances 
would  be  reduced  on  most  habitat  types  during  critical  periods. 
Timber  harvest  and  management  guidelines  would  help  improve  game 
and  non-game  wildlife  and  habitats. 
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CHAPTER  THREE 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  4-64;  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
ON  WILDLIFE  HABrTAT 
MANAGEMENT;  Third  paragraph. 

Page  4-66;  IMPACTS  ON  LIVESTOCK 
GRAZING  MANAGEMENT;  Impacts 
from  Riparian  Zone  Management; 

Alternative  E. 


Page  4-68;  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
ON  LrVESTOCK  GRAZING 
MANAGEMENT;  Left-hand  column, 
Alternative  E. 

Page  4-69;  IMPACTS  ON 
RECREATION  MANAGEMENT; 

Alternative  E. 


••Change  the  last  sentence  in  this  paragraph  to  read  "Habitat  would  be 
available  on  public  lands  to  support  approximately  9,000  sage  grouse, 
500  pronghorn  antelope,  and  500  bighorn  sheep." 

••Left-hand  column:  Change  the  first  sentence  of  the  first  paragraph 
to  read:  "Managing  livestock  utilization  to  maintain  a  4"  minimum 
stubble  height  for  key  herbaceous  forage  species  on  2,350  suitable 
acres  of  riparian  zones  important  for  fisheries  and  sage  grouse  brood 
habitat  in  units  E-2,  E-14,  and  E-15,  would  reduce  livestock 
allocations  by  about  235  AUMs  on  several  allotments. " 
••Right-hand  column:  Add  the  following  sentence  to  the  end  of  the 
first  paragraph:  "Continuing  to  not  authorize  livestock  grazing  on  7 
miles  of  Henson  Creek  in  unit  E-15  and  on  7  miles  in  unit  E-l  would 
prevent  potential  damage  to  riparian,  recreation,  and  scenic  values." 

••In  the  first  sentence,  substitute  "902"  for  "927",  and  "46,526"  for 
"46,501."  This  text  change  is  necessary  because  continuing  to  not 
authorize  grazing  along  Henson  Creek  would  not  result  in  a  potential 
reduction  of  25  AUMs. 

••Insert  the  following  two  paragraphs  after  the  paragraph  headed 
"Impacts  From  L< Ratable  Minerals  Management": 
Impacts  From  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal  Management.  Closing  the 
Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  SRMA  to  leasing,  and  implementing 
controlled  surface  use  and  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  on  oil  and 
gas  activities  would,  by  prohibiting  or  restricting  potential  surface  and 
other  disturbances  from  one  or  two  wells,  protect  important  recreation 
lands  and  resources  and  prevent  potential  alteration  of  recreation 
settings  and  experiences  from  potential  oil  and  gas  related  surface  and 
other  disturbances  on  a  total  of  84,029  acres  of  public  lands  in  the 
Planning  Area,  including  within  all  of  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area 
and  Cochetopa  Creek  SRMAs,  in  parts  of  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA 
and  the  ERMA,  and  in  five  recommended  ACECs.  These  stipulations 
would  also  maintain  hunting  opportunities  on  these  same  lands  as  a 
result  of  these  potential  disturbances  being  restricted. 
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CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  4-69;  IMPACTS  ON 
RECREATION  MANAGEMENT; 

Alternative  E.  (Cont'd.) 


Page  4-70;  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
ON  RECREATION  MANAGEMENT; 

Alternative  E. 

Page  4-70;  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
ON  RECREATION  MANAGEMENT; 

Alternative  E. 
(Cont'd) 


Surface  and  other  disturbances  related  to  developing  one  or  two  wells 
on  the  remainder  of  public  lands  in  the  Planning  Area  could  have  a 
negative  impact  on  recreation  where  road,  drill  pad,  and  utility 
construction  occurs  in  important  recreation  lands,  such  as  in  parts  of 
the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA  or  the  ERMA.  The  quality  of  the 
recreation  experience  would  be  lessened  as  a  result  of  the  surface 
disturbance  and  other  associated  disturbances.  These  activities  and 
facilities  in  a  variety  of  ROS  settings  could  result  in  these  lands  being 
managed  for  less  restrictive  ROS  settings.  Visitation  in  these  areas  by 
those  seeking  solitude  would  decrease.  Increased  access  to  remote 
areas  could  increase  OHV  activity  and  cause  additional  surface 
disturbance.  The  quality  of  scenic  viewing,  especially  south  and  west 
of  Lake  City,  would  be  lessened  in  some  locations  on  these  lands  as 
a  result  of  these  activities.  Quality  of  hunting  could  be  lessened  by 
these  activities  resulting  in  displaced  animals  or  increased  mortality  in 
site-specific  situations. 

**Change  the  first  sentence  to  read: 

Improved  recreation  facilities  and  development  of  additional 
campgrounds  would  help  provide  for  the  estimated  40%  increase  in 
visitors  to  the  Planning  Area. 

•♦Insert  these  sentences  after  the  second  sentence  in  the  paragraph: 
"No  surface  occupancy  and  controlled  surface  use  stipulations,  and  a 
lease  closure  would  protect  valuable  recreation  lands  and  resources 
within  portions  of  the  Planning  Area  from  potential  surface  and  other 
disturbance,  and  would  enhance  hunting  activities  for  some  species, 
including  within  five  recommended  ACECs.  The  recreation  resources 
on  the  remainder  of  the  Planning  Area,  including  hunting  quality, 
could  be  altered  as  a  result  of  oil  and  gas  development.  The 
cumulative  impacts,  on  a  Planning  area-wide  basis,  would  not  be 
significant  unless  the  development  and  related  activities  occurred 
within  close  proximity  to  recreation  areas  or  other  highly  valued 
areas." 
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CHAPTER  THREE 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  4-72;  IMPACTS  ON  VISUAL 
RESOURCES;  Alternative  E. 


Page  4-72;  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
ON  VISUAL  RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT;  Alternative  E. 


Page  4-78;  Table  4-1;  IMPACTS  ON 
LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 
MANAGEMENT;  Alternative  E. 

Page  4-81;  Table  4-1;  IMPACTS  ON 
VISUAL  RESOURCES;  Alternative  E. 

Page  F-10;  APPENDIX  F; 
RECREATION  MANAGEMENT  and 
WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREAS;  Map 

F-9;  Off-Highway  Vehicle  Use,  Limited 
Areas,  Alternative  E 

Page  F-12;  APPENDIX  F; 
RECREATION  MANAGEMENT  and 
WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREAS;  Table 
F-l;  DESIGNATED  OFF-HIGHWAY 
VEHICLE  ROUTES  FOR 
ALTERNATIVE  E  (PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE) 


**Insert  the  following  paragraph  after  the  paragraph  headed  "Impacts 
From  Locatable  Minerals  Management": 

Impacts  From  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal  Management.  Not  leasing 
lands  in  a  primitive  area,  and  restricting  leases  with  a  controlled 
surface  use  stipulation,  and  with  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations 
within  five  ACECs,  would  protect  high  quality  visual  resources  on 
84,029  acres  of  public  land.  Drill  pad,  road,  or  utility  construction, 
related  to  one  or  two  wells,  where  they  would  potentially  occur  on  the 
remainder  of  the  Planning  Area,  could  alter  landscape  characteristics, 
reduce  scenic  quality,  and  could  potentially  result  in  site-specific, 
long-term  significant  visual  impacts  that  exceed  allowable  visual 
contrast,  on  a  variety  of  landscape  types  in  the  Planning  Area.  These 
impacts  would  be  more  difficult  to  mitigate  and  would  potentially  be 
greatest  if  development  occurred  within  lands  with  VRM  Class  I  or  II 
management  objectives,  especially  south  and  west  of  Lake  City. 

•♦Insert  the  following  sentence  at  the  end  of  the  paragraph: 
Surface  disturbance  restrictions,  including  those  regarding  potential  oil 
and  gas  activities,  would  protect  high  quality  scenic  values  in  portions 
of  the  Planning  Area  from  a  variety  of  land  uses  that  could  impact 
visual  resources.  Cumulative  impacts  to  visual  resources  from  one  or 
two  oil  and  gas  wells  would  not  be  significant  on  a  Planning  Area- 
wide  basis,  unless  the  development  were  to  occur  in  foreground  or 
middleground  landscapes  with  high  quality  scenery,  usually  defined  as 
VRM  class  I  or  II  lands. 

♦•Substitute  "902"  for  "927",  and  substitute  "46,526"  for  "46,501". 


••Within  the  parens  immediately  after  "VRM  IV  lands",  change 
"(-1,069  acres)"  to  "(-11,069  acres)". 

••Delete  the  map  reference  number  "11"  at  its  current  location  on 
Colorado  highway  149.  The  highway  was  erroneously  listed  on  the 
map. 


♦♦Delete  entry  number  "11"  and  the  corresponding  text.  The  highway 
was  erroneously  listed  on  the  map. 
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CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Pages  F-16  through  F-9;  APPENDIX  F; 
RECREATION  MANAGEMENT  and 
WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREAS;  Tables 
F-2  through  F-6;  APPROXIMATE  BLM 
WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREA  AND 
RECOMMENDED  WILDERNESS  AREA 
ACRES  IN  VARIOUS  ALTERNATIVES. 


♦♦Under  the  subheadings  "WSA/RWA",  under  all  entries  for  RED 
CLOUD  PEAK  and  HANDIES  PEAK  WSAs,  in  all  these  tables, 
change  the  indicated  acres  figure  on  the  right  side  of  the  slash  mark  to 
"0",  to  reflect  the  Secretary  of  Interior's  October,  1991, 
recommendation  to  the  President. 


Page  G-l;  APPENDIX  G;  FORESTRY.        ♦♦Delete  the  entry  "Requirement  to  plant  trees." 


Page  H-6;  APPENDIX  H;  AREAS  OF 
CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN;  Table  H-2;  POTENTIAL 
AREAS  OF  CRITICAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN. 

Page  1-10;  APPENDIX  I;  LAKE  FORK 
OF  THE  GUNNISON  WILD  AND 
SCENIC  RIVER  STUDY  REPORT; 
Suitability  Determination; 

1 .  Characteristics  that  do  or  do  not  make 
the  area  a  worthy  addition  to  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 


♦♦Several  omissions  were  noted  in  this  table.  The  table  has  been 
updated  and  reprinted  in  the  Appendix  H  of  this  document. 


♦♦Change  the  two  paragraphs  to  read  as  follows. 
The  outstandingly  remarkable  characteristic  that  qualifies  this  river 
segment  as  being  eligible  for  inclusion  is  the  superb  scenery  in  this 
high  mountain  valley.  The  scenery  is  outstanding  in  the  river 
corridor.  Recreation  use  is  moderate  to  heavy  in  the  river  corridor, 
but  very  little  use  is  focused  on  the  river  itself.  There  is  no 
recreational  boating  and  no  significant  fishery  resource  associated  with 
this  segment. 

The  scenic  values  in  this  segment  would  continue  to  be  well  protected 
with  the  existing  management  authorities  explained  under  suitability 
determination  factor  number  6.  Therefore,  this  segment  would  not 
make  a  worthy  addition  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System. 


3-21 


CHAPTER  THREE 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Page  1-12;  APPENDIX  I;  LAKE  FORK 
OF  THE  GUNNISON  WILD  AND 
SCENIC  RTVER  STUDY  REPORT; 
Suitability  Determination; 

6.  Ability  of  the  agency  to  manage  the 
river  area  or  segment  as  a  Wild  and 
Scenic  River. 


Page  1-13;  APPENDIX  I;  LAKE  FORK 
OF  THE  GUNNISON  WILD  AND 
SCENIC  RTVER  STUDY  REPORT; 
SUIT  ABILITY  DETERMINATION 
SUMMARY;  Third  paragraph,  continuing 
to  page  1-14. 


Pages  M-l  through  M-5;  APPENDIX  M; 
ACCESS;  Tables  M-l,  M-2,  M-4,  and 
M-5;  AREAS  TARGETED  FOR  ACCESS 
IN  (various  alternatives);  information 
regarding  the  ALPINE  GULCH  area. 


♦•Change  the  two  paragraphs  to  read  as  follows. 
Because  of  the  current  attention  paid  to  recreation  management  in  this 
general  area,  it  would  be  relatively  simple  for  the  BLM  to  incorporate 
considerations  to  maintain  or  protect  values  within  current 
management.  These  values  are  recognized  and  partly  protected  in 
other  ways  such  as  the  "Loop  Road"  scenic  withdrawal  (C-0125423, 
330  acres  in  Segment  A),  the  Alpine  Loop  National  Backcountry 
Byway  (11.05  miles  in  Segment  A),  WSA  interim  management  policy 
for  Redcloud  and  Handies  Peak  WSA's,  and  the  Alpine  Triangle 
Special  Recreation  Management  Area.  The  PRMP  recognizes  and 
manages  for  the  recreation  values  in  this  area  and  focuses  particular 
attention  on  protecting  the  outstanding  scenery  along  about  2-1/4  miles 
of  the  headwaters  of  the  segment  in  the  proposed  American  Basin 
Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC). 

If  designated,  the  management  plan  could  incorporate  cooperative 
agreements  with  private  landowners  regarding  the  management  of 
values  in  the  segment.  This  approach  would  be  preferred  in  lieu  of 
fee  simple  acquisition  or  the  acquisition  of  easements.  Some 
landowners  could  be  willing  participants  while  others  would  not. 

♦♦Change  the  paragraph  to  read  as  follows. 

"The  scenic  values  in  the  segment  are  currently  afforded  significant 
protection  through  the  Loop  Road  scenic  withdrawal,  interim 
management  protection  in  the  Redcloud  and  Handies  Peak  Wilderness 
Study  Areas,  the  Recreation  Area  Management  Plan  and  the  State  of 
Colorado  reservation  of  instream  flows.  Implementing  the 
recommendations  in  the  proposed  American  Basin  ACEC  would 
provide  additional  protection  for  the  values.  Designation  as  a 
Recreational  component  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  system  would 
not  offer  any  significant  improvement  in  the  protection  of  this  area's 
outstanding  scenery. " 

Regarding  ALPINE  GULCH  targeted  access: 

♦♦Table  M-l:  ;  Under  the  column  TARGETED  AREA:  after  the 
entry  ALPINE  GULCH,  add  "(Hiking  and  Horse  Only)";  and  under 
the  column  BENEFITTING  PROGRAMS,  add  an  "X"  under  the 
sub-column  Livestock  Grazing  Management. 

♦♦Table  M-2:  Under  the  column  TARGETED  AREA:  after  the  entry 
ALPINE  GULCH,  add  "(Hiking  and  Horse  Only)";  and,  under  the 
column  BENEFITTING  PROGRAMS,  add  an  "X"  under  the  sub- 
columns  Livestock  Grazing  Management  and  Recreation,  and  delete 
the  "X"  under  sub-column  Forestry. 


3-22 


CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT 


Table  3-1  (Cont'd.) 
CHANGES  TO  THE  DRAFT  RMP/EIS 


LOCATION  OF  CHANGE 


CHANGE 


Pages  M-l  through  M-5;  APPENDIX  M; 
ACCESS;  Tables  M-l,  M-2,  M-4,  and 
M-5;  AREAS  TARGETED  FOR  ACCESS 
IN  (various  alternatives);  information 
regarding  the  ALPINE  GULCH  area. 
(Cont'd.) 


Page  8;  GLOSSARY. 


Map  4,  Alternative  E,  in  envelope. 


Regarding  ALPINE  GULCH  targeted  access: 

♦♦Table  M-4:  Under  the  column  TARGETED  AREA:  after  the  entry 
ALPINE  GULCH,  add  "(Hiking  and  Horse  Only)". 
♦♦Table  M-5:  ALPINE  GULCH  DRAINAGE:  Under  the  column 
TARGETED  AREA:  within  the  parens  after  the  entry  ALPINE 
GULCH  DRAINAGE,  add  "AND  HORSE  ONLY"  following 
"HIKING";  and,  under  the  column  BENEFITTING  PROGRAMS, 
add  an  "X"  under  the  sub-column  Livestock  Grazing  Management. 
♦♦Table  M-5:  SANDY  MESA(ON  BLUE  MESA):  Under  the  column 
TYPE  OF  ACCESS  DESIRED,  add  an  "X"  under  the  sub-column 
PUBLIC,  and  under  the  column  BENEFITTING  PROGRAMS,add 
an  "X"  under  the  sub-columns  Livestock  Grazing  Administration 
and  Forestry. 

SUITABLE  COMMERCIAL  FOREST  LANDS:  ♦♦substitute  "long- 
term"  for  "low-term". 

♦♦Delete  the  southernmost  (upstream)  polygon  within  Management 
Unit  E-15  along  Cebolla  Creek.  The  land  within  this  approximately 
one-mile  portion  of  the  creek  would  thus  be  located  within 
Management  Unit  E-10.  The  acreage  figures  of  both  units  would 
change  by  about  73  acres,  assuming  the  polygon  to  be  deleted  is  about 
60'  in  width. 
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Resource  Area  Boundary 
Planning  Area  Boundary 
Major  Highways 


Scale  in  Miles 
1 '  =  11  Miles 
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PRONGHORN  ANTELOPE  RANGE 


PRONGHORN  ANTELOPE  RANGE 
NOT  SHOWN  ON  MAP  A-3 
IN  THE  DRMP 


Map  3-1 

Pronghom  Antelope  Range 

In  the  Planning  Area 
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CHAPTER  FOUR 
DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


DEVELOPMENT  AND  OBJECTIVES 

The  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  (PRMP)  is 
essentially  the  Preferred  Alternative  from  the  Draft 
Gunnison  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DRMP),  with 
changes  reflecting  BLM's  analysis  of  the  public 
comments  received  on  the  DRMP,  internal  review, 
and  other  comments.  The  PRMP  represents  the  mix 
and  variety  of  actions  that,  in  the  judgement  of  the 
preparers,  best  resolves  the  issues  and  management 
concerns  that  drove  the  preparation  of  the  plan. 
Therefore,  no  ranking  order  of  resources  was 
developed,  as  was  done  for  some  alternatives  in  the 
DRMP.  Under  the  PRMP,  resources  and  resource 
used  would  be  managed  under  the  multiple  use 
concept  and  according  to  the  Standard  Management 
section  and  the  Management  Unit  prescriptions  in  this 
chapter. 

Please  refer  to  Table  4-1  for  a  list  of  Management 
Units  and  acres  for  the  PRMP.  The  Management 
Unit  development  for  the  PRMP  is  explained  in  the 
section  of  this  chapter  titled  MANAGEMENT  UNIT 
PRESCRIPTIONS  FOR  THE  PROPOSED 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (1-16). 

This  chapter  contains  two  sections:  Standard 
Management  and  Management  Unit  Prescriptions. 
The  folded  map  showing  Management  Unit 
boundaries,  land  ownership,  and  other  features  is 
inserted  into  this  document. 

All  actions  proposed  in  this  plan  would  comply  with 
current  applicable  state  and  federal  regulations,  laws, 
and  policies.  In  certain  instances,  laws,  regulations, 
or  policies  would  require  some  management  actions 
to  receive  overriding  priority  in  conflict  resolution, 
such  as  protection  of  threatened  and  endangered 
species,  or  historical  or  archaeological  resources. 

STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  FOR 

THE  PROPOSED 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

Under  the  PRMP,  some  resource  management 
programs    would    be    implemented    according    to 


standard  management  directions  throughout  the 
Planning  Area.  Management  of  resources  identified 
as  a  result  of  future  inventories  or  discoveries  would 
generally  be  the  same  as  for  resources  discussed  and 
identified  in  this  RMP/EIS.  Unless  changes  in  or 
additions  to  standard  management  directions  are 
specifically  addressed  in  the  prescription  for  each 
Management  Unit,  these  resources/resource  uses, 
programs  and  activities  would  be  managed  as 
follows: 

Air  Quality.  Activities  and  projects  on  public  land 
would  comply  with  applicable  local,  state,  and  federal 
air  quality  regulations.  Mitigation  to  minimize  air 
quality  degradation  would  be  incorporated  into  project 
proposals  as  necessary.  Additional  air  quality 
monitoring  may  be  implemented  by  BLM  when 
necessary. 

Loca table  Minerals.  Federal  mineral  estate  in  areas 
not  under  withdrawal  would  be  open  to  entry  and 
location  under  the  general  mining  laws.  Plans  of 
operation  would  be  required  for  proposed  locatable 
mineral  activity  on  the  following  lands:  1)  lands 
under  wilderness  review,  2)  lands  closed  to  Off- 
Highway  Vehicle  (OHV)  travel,  and,  3)  lands  within 
designated  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs). 

Oil,  Gas,  and  Geot hernial  Resources.  Federal  oil, 
gas,  and  geo thermal  estate  on  both  federal  surface 
and  split-estate  lands,  that  is,  private  or  other  non- 
federal surface  estate  overlying  federal  mineral  estate, 
would  be  open  to  leasing  with  standard  lease  terms. 
Other  special  stipulations  and  conditions  for  leasing 
such  as  no  surface  occupancy  and  seasonal 
restrictions  are  assigned  or  specified  in  each 
management  unit  prescription  and  as  deemed 
necessary;  these  special  stipulations  and  conditions 
would  also  apply  to  federal  surface  and  split-estate 
lands.  Additional  conditions  consistent  with  lease 
terms  would  be  considered  when  BLM  processes  and 
develops  mitigation  for  operational  field  applications. 
Operational  field  applications  and  activities  include 
Applications  For  Permit  To  Drill  (APDs),  Sundry 
Notices,  applications  for  rights-of-way,  and  Notices 
Of  Intent  (NOIs)  for  geophysical  operations.     See 
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Appendix  K  for  special  stipulations  and  conditions  for 
leasing  on  both  federal  surface  and  split-estate  lands, 
and  for  an  explanation  of  how  stipulations  assigned  to 
split-estate  lands  would  be  applied,  reviewed,  waived, 
modified,  or  excepted,  based  on  verification  of 
surface  and  mineral  estate  resource  information  by 
BLM  during  review  of  Applications  for  Permit  to 
Drill  (APD).  The  most  reasonable  foreseeable  level 
of  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  development  in  the 
planning  area  would  involve  a  maximum  of  one  or 
two  APDs  during  the  life  of  the  plan,  with  an 
estimated  total  of  ten  acres  of  surface  disturbance. 
Leasing  of  any  federal  minerals  within  existing 
Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs)  would  be  prohibited 
according  to  existing  legislation  until  WSAs  are 
released  by  Congress  by  non-designation  or  other 
Congressional  action,  or  until  leasing  is  no  longer 
prohibited  by  legislation. 

Saleable  Minerals.  Disposal  of  mineral  material  on 
federal  mineral  estate  would  be  permitted.  Disposal 
of  mineral  materials  from  specific  areas  is 
discretionary  with  the  authorizing  official  and  would 
be  determined  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  Disposal  of 
mineral  materials  within  power  site  reserves  or  within 
other  agency  withdrawn  lands  would  require  approval 
of  the  agency  reserving  the  withdrawal. 

Soils  and  Water  Resources.  Soils  and  water 
resources  would  continue  to  be  monitored  to  define 
problem  areas,  develop  management  strategies,  and 
to  determine  effectiveness  of  solutions.  Vegetation 
treatments  on  soils  having  a  moderate  to  severe 
erosion  potential,  and  lacking  adequate  plant  basal 
cover  would  be  designed  and  managed  to  increase 
plant  basal  cover,  therefore  reducing  erosion.  New 
forage  created  by  wildlife  or  range  improvements, 
treatments,  or  projects  would  be  available  for  those 
programs  after  basal  vegetation  cover  densities  are 
achieved  for  watershed  needs  and  protection,  as 
defined  in  the  guidelines  above.  Table  N-l  in 
Appendix  N  shows  the  target  %  basal  cover  to  be 
achieved  on  various  ecological  (range)  sites  in  the 
uplands  before  new  forage  would  generally  be  used 
for  wildlife  habitat  or  livestock  grazing  uses.  Table 
N-l  is  derived  from  Appendix  F  of  the  Montrose 
District  Soil  Erosion  Monitoring  Guidelines,  a 
document  that  provides  techniques  and  a  standardized 
approach  for  monitoring  surface  soil  erosion  in  the 


Montrose  District.  Vegetation  treatments  would  be 
designed  and  implemented  in  accordance  with  the 
Montrose  District  Rangeland  Treatment  Handbook. 
This  handbook  provides  a  standardized  approach  for 
planning  and  implementing  vegetation  manipulations 
and  treatments  within  the  Montrose  District.  The 
sediment  control  plan  for  Long  Gulch,  and  other 
plans  would  continue  to  be  implemented.  Water 
rights  would  be  applied  for  where  appropriate, 
including  along  113  miles  of  fishery  streams.  Best 
management  practices  would  be  employed  to  reduce 
soil  erosion  and  water  quality  deterioration,  and 
would  be  required  in  all  plans  involving  surface 
disturbance.  Roads  and  other  developments  would  be 
maintained  in  good  condition  to  minimize  erosion. 

Vegetation.  Vegetation  resources  would  be  managed 
to  maintain  or  achieve  at  least  a  late  serai  ecological 
status  by  maintaining  or  improving  the  vigor, 
production  and  diversity  of  desirable  plants  within 
alpine,  sagebrush/mixed  mountain  shrub,  and 
woodland  types  at  a  level  to  support  a  variety  of 
resource  uses,  including,  but  not  limited  to  livestock 
grazing,  wildlife  habitat  and  recreation. 

Specific,  desired  plant  communities  would  be 
identified  in  activity  plans.  Exceptions  to  a  late  serai 
ecological  status  needed  to  meet  objectives  would  be 
identified  in  activity  plans. 

Resources  and  values  in  riparian  areas  would  be 
maintained,  restored,  or  improved,  including  the 
diversity,  vigor,  and  quantity  of  herbaceous  and 
woody  plants  necessary  for  the  1)  hydrological 
functioning  of  riparian  systems,  2)  control  of 
accelerated  soil  erosion,  and  3)  sustained  high  quality 
livestock  forage  and  wildlife  habitat. 

Riparian  Zones.  Riparian  areas  would  be  managed 
to  maintain,  restore,  or  improve  riparian  conditions 
(hydrological,  soil  and  vegetation),  such  that  proper 
functioning  conditions  are  achieved,  and  to  enhance 
natural  values.  Riparian  areas  would  be  inventoried 
and  prioritized  where  necessary  to  determine  site- 
specific  management  strategies.  Strategies,  projects, 
or  improvements  would  be  included  in  activity  plans 
and  would  be  implemented  by  priority,  as  to  be 
determined  by  the  inventories.  New  water  sources 
would  be  developed  with  concern  for  the  protection 
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of     riparian     areas.  Existing     water     source 

developments  within  riparian  areas  would  be 
modified,  or  relocated,  if  inventories  and  studies 
indicate  the  hydrologic  condition  is  being  negatively 
impacted  from  use  of  the  development.  Water 
developments  that  are  range  improvements  would  be 


DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PRMP 

modified  or  relocated  in  accordance  with  43CFR 
4120.  Existing  riparian  demonstration  areas  and 
improvements  would  be  maintained.  Road 
construction  or  similar  projects  could  be  authorized 
in  riparian  areas  only  when  a  feasible,  alternative 
route  cannot  be  found;   roads  or  similar  projects 


Table  4-1 
MANAGEMENT  UNIT  ACRES  AND  VALUES  IN  THE  PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


MANAGE- 

PERCENTAGE 

IMPORTANT  VALUES 

MENT 

ACRES  OF 

OF  THE 

RESOURCES 

UNIT 

PUBLIC  LAND 

PLANNING  AREA1 

OR  LAND  USES 

1 

95,827 

15% 

Recreation,  wildlife,  visual,  historic,  and 
locatable  mineral  resources 

2 

47,762 

8% 

Recreation  and  visual  resources 

3 

2,710 

Less  than  1  % 

Recreation,  visual  and  mineral  resources 

4 

1,597 

Less  than  1  % 

Recreation,  visual  and  mineral  resources 

5 

5,960 

1% 

Special  status  species  and  mineral 
resources 

6 

1,405 

Less  than  1  % 

Geologic  phenomena,  interpretation,  and 
locatable  mineral  resources 

7 

28,275 

5% 

Wildlife  and  livestock  grazing 

8 

4,570 

Less  than  1  % 

Special  status  species 

9 

532 

Less  than  1  % 

Visual  resources  and  recreation 

10 

15,112 

3% 

Wildlife 

11 

57,525 

10% 

Wildlife,  soils  and  livestock  grazing 

12 

91,547 

16% 

Wildlife,  livestock  grazing,  and  locatable 
mineral  resources 

13 


14 


15 


16 


188,030  30%  Livestock,  grazing,  recreation,  wildlife 

habitat,  forestry  and  locatable  mineral 
resources 

2,667  Less  than  1  %  Riparian,  wildlife,  fisheries  and  livestock 

grazing 

4,725  Less  than  1  %  Riparian,  wildlife,  fisheries  and  livestock 

grazing 

36,768  6%  General  land  uses,  recreation  and  wildlife 


1  Rounded  to  whole  numbers;  this  column  shows  the  percentage  of  the  public  land  (surface  estate)  in  the  Planning 
Area  that  is  located  in  each  Management  Unit  in  the  PRMP. 
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would  cross  riparian  zones  as  nearly  perpendicular  to 
the  centerline  of  the  riparian  zone  as  is  possible. 
Objectives  are  to  limit  road  construction  in  riparian 
zones  to  an  absolute  minimum,  in  order  to  retain  and 
protect  as  much  riparian  vegetation,  soils,  and  water 
as  is  possible.  Existing  roads  could  be  relocated  or 
modified  if  degradation  of  the  aquatic  or  riparian 
system  is  occurring.  No  commercial  timber 
harvesting  would  occur  in  riparian  areas  ,  or  in  a  30- 
foot  area  either  side  of  riparian  areas,  unless  riparian 
or  wildlife  values  would  be  improved.  Logging 
decks  or  staging  areas  would  not  be  permitted  within 
riparian  areas  or  in  a  30-foot  area  either  side  of 
riparian  areas.  Trees  cut  adjacent  to  riparian  areas 
would  be  felled  in  a  direction  away  from  the  riparian 
area,  or  in  such  a  manner  as  to  minimize  riparian 
area  disturbance.  Tracts  of  land  which  would 
enhance  the  recreational  opportunity  or  ecological 
value  of  existing  riparian  areas  would  be  identified 
for  acquisition  during  the  riparian  inventory. 
Measures  designed  to  minimize  site-specific  riparian 
deterioration  would  be  required  in  all  plans  for 
surface-disturbing  activities. 

Wetlands  would  be  inventoried,  classified,  and 
considered  in  all  plans  for  surface-disturbing  activities 
on  public  lands. 

Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal  Species  and 
Habitat.  Habitat  supporting  existing  populations  of 
United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS) 
listed  threatened  and  endangered  species,  and 
USFWS  candidate,  and  BLM  sensitive  species,  would 
be  maintained  and  protected  to  ensure  suitable  habitat 
conditions  and  viable  populations.  These  species 
would  continue  to  be  inventoried  and  monitored  to 
provide  information  for  future  management. 
Measures  to  protect  these  species  and  associated 
habitat  would  be  required  in  all  plans  for 
surface-disturbing  activities.  Supplemental  releases 
and/or  reintroduction  of  these  species  could  be 
authorized  following  preparation  of  a  release  or 
reintroduction  plan  and  environmental  analysis,  and 
consultation  with  the  USFWS,  Colorado  Division  of 
Wildlife  (CDOW),  and  other  affected  parties. 
Section  7  consultations  would  be  conducted  with  the 
USFWS  regarding  potential  impacts  to  federally  listed 
species.  The  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species  Act 


would  provide  full  protection  for  USFWS  listed 
species. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management.  The  Habitat 
Management  Plan  (HMP)  for  the  Planning  Area 
would  be  revised  and  implemented  consistent  with 
BLM's  Fish  and  Wildlife  Plan  for  Colorado  - 
Program  for  the  Decade.  The  HMP  would  prescribe 
land  use  and  species  management  guidance  for  the 
mutual  benefit  of  wildlife,  fish,  special  status  plant 
and  animal  species  and  habitat,  and  other  resources 
on  public  lands.  Objectives  of  the  revised  HMP 
would  include,  but  would  not  be  limited  to,  methods 
to  manage  lands  to  help  meet,  within  carrying 
capacities  of  the  habitat,  CDOW  long-range  herd 
goals,  maintain  or  improve  vegetation  communities  to 
benefit  both  game  and  non-game  wildlife,  implement 
a  program  to  increase  the  quantity  and  quality  of 
crucial  big  game  winter  range,  and  implement 
cooperative  plans  and  projects  with  CDOW  and  other 
organizations  to  maintain  or  enhance  big  game  and/or 
upland  game  habitats.  Recommended  actions  would 
be  determined  after  considering  and  evaluating 
potential  effects  on  other  lands,  resources,  or  uses. 

The  BLM  would  continue  to  participate  in  the 
Colorado  Habitat  Partnership  Program  (HPP)  with 
private  landowners  and  managers,  and  state  and  other 
federal  land  managing  agencies.  The  HPP  would, 
among  other  purposes,  implement  strategies  to 
resolve  concentrated  big  game  forage  utilization,  and 
develop  herd  management  objectives  for  the  effected 
areas,  whether  on  private,  state,  or  federal  lands. 
Public  lands  would  play  a  vital  role  in  these  tasks, 
and  revisions  or  amendments  to  the  approved  RMP 
could  be  necessary. 

Terrestrial  Wildlife  and  Habitat 

Elk  and  Deer  Habitat:  Measures  to  increase  and 
improve  important  deer  and  elk  winter  forage  shrub 
species  on  uplands  and  riparian  areas  within  crucial 
winter  ranges  on  public  lands  would  be  determined 
and  treatments  implemented  through  activity  plans  to 
help  achieve,  within  carrying  capacities  of  the  habitat, 
CDOW  long-range  herd  goals  (as  established  by 
CDOW  in  April,  1985)  of  9,000  elk  and  16,600  deer. 
Big  game  utilization  would  be  managed  so  that  proper 
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use  levels  on  key  wildlife  species  would  not  be 
exceeded.  The  CDOW  and  BLM  would  continue  to 
coordinate  herd  management  objectives  and  goals  on 
public  lands,  and  would  consider  and  evaluate  the 
potential  effects  on  other  resources,  lands,  and  uses, 
and  whether  public  land  big  game  ranges  could 
support  increases  in  animals,  in  order  to  insure  that 
sufficient  forage  is  available.  Overall  objectives 
would  be  to  increase  and  improve  habitat  and  forage 
conditions  on  winter  and  summer  ranges. 

Existing  and  future  wildlife  utilization  monitoring 
results  would  be  evaluated  to  determine  areas  where 
use  of  key  forage  species  consistently  exceeds 
moderate  use  (40-60%).  Factors  resulting  in  this 
level  of  big  game  use  would  be  determined,  and 
adjustments  would  be  recommended  and  made  in 
numbers  or  habitat  to  achieve  better  forage  conditions 
and  a  proper  use  level.  Temporary  decreases  in  big 
game  numbers  would  be  recommended,  if  necessary, 
in  order  to  achieve  proper  use  levels  on  key  wildlife 
plant  species.  These  changes  and  adjustments  would 
remain  in  effect  until  habitat  conditions  improve  such 
that  allocations  could  be  increased  to  former 
numbers.  New  or  additional  forage  made  available 
as  a  result  of  wildlife  projects  or  treatments  would  be 
used  first  to  satisfy  watershed  objectives  as  defined  in 
the  Montrose  District  Soil  Erosion  Monitoring 
Guidelines.  Forage  excess  to  watershed  needs  would 
be  used  to  meet  overall  habitat  objectives.  See  Table 
N-l,  Appendix  N,  for  target  basal  cover  densities  that 
would  be  achieved  on  treated  areas  before  forage 
would  generally  be  available  for  wildlife  needs.  Table 
N-l  is  derived  from  Appendix  F  of  the  guidelines 
referenced  above. 

Crucial  winter  range  and  commercial  forest  lands 
would  be  inventoried  for  condition,  and  monitored 
for  utilization  and  trend  relative  to  big  game  habitat. 
Public  lands  would  be  inventoried  to  identify  elk 
calving  areas.  Acquisition  of  non-federal  lands  to 
increase  or  enhance  management  of  big  game  crucial 
winter  range  would  be  emphasized.  Reductions  in 
CDOW's  elk  and  deer  long-range  herd  goals  would 
be  recommended  for  an  interim  period  in  certain 
Game  Management  Units  (54:  elk  and  deer;  55,  64, 
65,  66,  67,  and  551:  deer  only)  until  the  vigor  and 
production  of  the  important  forage  shrubs  on  crucial 
winter  ranges  increases  such  that  habitat  would 
support  long-range  herd  numbers.     See  Tables  A2 


and  A-3  in  Appendix  A  for  long-range  elk  and  deer 
herd  goals  that  would  be  recommended  on 
BLM-managed  lands,  and  Table  A-4  for  interim  elk 
and  deer  numbers  that  would  be  recommended  on 
BLM-managed  lands,  by  Game  Management  Unit 
(GMU).  Table  A-5  shows  the  CDOW  GMU 
numbers  keyed  to  the  Management  Unit  numbers  in 
this  PRMP. 

Pronghorn  Antelope  and  Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat: 
Measures  to  improve  habitat  for  pronghorn  antelope 
or  bighorn  sheep  would  be  permitted.  Inventories 
would  be  completed  to  identify  suitable  areas  in 
which  to  establish  new  populations  of  bighorn  sheep 
and  pronghorn  antelope;  supplemental  releases  and 
reintroduction  could  be  authorized  by  the  District 
Manager  following  environmental  analysis. 
Pronghorn  antelope  and  bighorn  sheep  habitat  on 
public  lands  would  be  managed  for  500  animals  of 
each  species.  Inventories  would  be  conducted  to 
identify  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas  and  suitable 
winter  range.  Monitoring  studies  would  be 
established  within  bighorn  sheep  and  pronghorn 
antelope  ranges. 

Sage  Grouse  and  Other  Upland  Game  Bird  Habitat: 
Identified  sage  grouse  brood-rearing  habitat  and 
nesting  areas,  and  winter  habitat  would  be  maintained 
or  improved.  Sagebrush  and  riparian  vegetation  on 
public  land  would  be  managed  to  support 
approximately  9,000  sage  grouse.  Sage  grouse 
strutting  grounds  (leks)  would  be  protected  from 
destruction.  No  surface-disturbing  activities  would  be 
permitted  within  1/4  mile  of  all  leks  during  the  April 
1  through  May  31  strutting  season  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  mating  sage  grouse.  This  period  of 
time  could  be  shortened  or  lengthened,  depending  on 
whether  grouse  are  present  and  using  the  habitat. 
The  guidelines  for  management  of  sage  grouse  habitat 
areas  in  Appendix  A  would  be  used  whenever 
possible  in  the  design  and  planning  of  land  treatment 
projects  to  offset  impacts  from  these  projects  to  sage 
grouse  and  habitat. 

Inventories  would  be  conducted  to  identify  suitable 
areas  in  which  to  establish  populations  of  Columbian 
sharp-tailed  grouse  (Pedioecetes  phasianellus)  and 
Merrian's  turkey  (Meleagris  gallopavo).  Releases 
could  be  authorized  by  the  District  Manager 
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following  preparation  of  a  release  or  reintroduction 
plan  and  environmental  analysis  and  documentation. 

Non-game  Wildlife  Habitat:  The  quality  of  endemic 
non-game  animal  species  habitat  would  be  enhanced 
by  1)  improving  and/or  maintaining  a  variety  of 
native  plant  species  and  vegetative  structure  in  upland 
and  riparian  areas,  2)  improving  the  ecological 
condition  of  sagebrush  communities,  and 
3)  improving  or  maintaining  non-game  habitat  within 
commercial  forest  lands.  Raptor  nesting  inventories 
and  monitoring  studies  would  be  updated  to  identify 
nesting  areas  and  establish  population  trends. 
Measures  and  stipulations  in  Table  A-6,  Appendix  A, 
designed  to  prevent  disturbance  to  raptors  through 
their  post-fledgling  period,  would  be  considered  in  all 
plans  involving  surface  disturbance. 

Fishery  Resources  (Aquatic  Habitat) 

Fishery  streams  and  associated  riparian  areas  would 
be  managed  to  improve  or  maintain  the  existing 
ecological  status  (hydrological,  soil  and  vegetation). 
Streams  and  aquatic  habitat  would  be  inventoried  and 
monitored  to  determine  site-specific  management 
strategies.  Inventory  information  would  be  used  to 
determine  projects  or  improvements  to  be  included  in 
new  or  revised  HMPs,  CRMAPs,  AMPs  and  other 
activity  plans.  The  objectives  and  goals  contained 
within  the  ELM  and  Forest  Service  Recreational 
Fisheries  Policy,  1990,  or  as  amended,  would  be 
implemented  in  order  to  meet  cooperative  fishery 
management  objectives.  This  document  provides 
cooperative  policy  and  goals  for  fishery-related 
recreation  activities  for  the  BLM  and  the  Forest 
Service. 

Instream  flow  appropriations  would  be  pursued  on 
113  miles  of  fishery  streams  to  ensure  a  sufficient 
amount  of  water  for  fisheries  protection. 

Surface  disturbing  activities  would  be  designed  with 
measures  to  prevent  or  mitigate  damage  to  or  loss  of 
fishery  stream  channels  and  associated  riparian 
habitat. 


Livestock  Grazing  Management. 

General  Management 

Approximately  470,460  acres  of  suitable  public  lands 
would  be  available  for  livestock  grazing.  Public 
lands  unsuitable  or  unavailable  for  livestock  grazing 
would  continue  to  be  excluded  from  livestock  grazing 
unless  monitoring  or  other  sources  of  data  indicate 
that  the  areas  may  be  used  for  grazing.  Total  grazing 
preference  in  the  Planning  Area  is  approximately 
62,372  Animal  Unit  Months  (AUMs),  of  which 
approximately  46,904  AUMs  would  be  authorized  for 
active  use,  and  the  remainder  would  be  suspended 
use.  Allotment  categorization  would  be  re-examined 
as  needed  based  upon  a  change  in  categorization 
factors  identified  from  monitoring  data  or  other 
management  and  resource  information. 


General    Management     Within 
Allotments 


"M"    and    "C" 


Existing  allotment  categorization  and  corresponding 
management  levels,  as  defined  in  the  1987  Rangeland 
Program  Summary  (RPS),  would  be  carried  forward 
on  all  category  "M"  and  "C"  allotments. 

Management  Within  "I"  Allotments 

On  category  "I"  allotments,  existing  management 
and/or  forage  allocation  levels  would  be  adjusted 
when  supported  by  monitoring  data  or  other 
management  and  resource  information,  to  achieve  or 
maintain  a  desired  plant  community,  and  to  meet  the 
following  resource  needs. 

1.    Within  Uplands: 

Utilization  of  key  forage  species  in  uplands  would 
be  managed  at  levels  that  would  allow  for  plant 
health  or  maintenance,  watershed  cover  needs, 
and  to  provide  quality  forage  and  wildlife  cover. 
On  allotments  without  activity  plans  or  grazing 
agreements  prescribing  grazing  strategies 
designed  to  meet  these  needs,  the  maximum  use 
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level  in  uplands  would  be  40-60  %  of  the  current 
years  production  by  weight  on  key  forage  species 
during  the  period  of  use.  This  would  allow  for  at 
least  minimal  management  to  begin  on  category 
"I"  allotments  until  funding  and  personnel  allow 
for  activity  planning  and  more  intensive 
management. 

2.  Riparian  Area  Management  Specific  To  Unit  14: 

A  4-inch  minimum  stubble  height  would  be 
maintained  in  Management  Unit  14  (riparian 
areas  that  have  been  identified  as  important  for 
sage  grouse  brood  rearing)  from  June  15  through 
July  31.  A  2W  inch  stubble  height  would  be 
required  at  all  other  times  in  Management  Unit 
14.  It  is  expected  that  not  only  will  sage  grouse 
benefit,  but  in  the  mid  to  long-term,  riparian 
areas  would  expand  in  size,  resulting  in  more 
livestock  forage. 

3.  Riparian  Area  Management  Specific  To  Unit  15: 

A  4-inch  minimum  stubble  height  would  be 
maintained  during  the  grazing  period  of  use  in 
Management  Unit  15  (riparian  areas  that  have 
been  identified  as  important  for  fisheries 
management).  These  riparian  areas  would  also 
be  expected  to  improve  in  terms  of  fisheries, 
livestock  forage  production  and  other  wildlife 
habitat  needs. 

4.  Riparian  Area  Management  Specific  To  Units  14 
and  15: 

In  Management  Units  14  or  15,  the  requirement 
to  maintain  a  4  inch  stubble  height  would  be 
flexible  on  allotments  covered  by  activity  plans  or 
grazing  agreements  which  prescribe  other  grazing 
strategies,  if  these  strategies  clearly  demonstrate 
the  ability  to  achieve  riparian  area  management 
objectives.  Site  specific  objectives  would  be 
consistent  with  riparian  area  goals  established  in 
this  plan  for  Management  Units  14  and  15.  The 
4  inch  stubble  height  requirement  would  be 
incorporated  into  all  existing  activity  plans  in 
these  two  management  units,  since  existing  plans 
do  not  adequately  address  riparian  concerns. 
When    outdated   activity   plans    are    evaluated, 


modified,  or  revised,  riparian  concerns  would 
address  the  management  guidance  described 
above. 

The  requirement  to  maintain  a  four  inch  stubble 
height  in  units  14  or  15  would  become  effective 
upon  the  signing  of  the  ROD.  In  these  units,  this 
minimum  4  inch  stubble  height  requirement 
would  not  be  effective  immediately  if  vigor  and 
production  of  herbaceous  riparian  plants  is  not 
sufficient  to  meet  livestock  and  wildlife  needs, 
and  adequate  residual  cover  is  not  present. 
Flexibility  would  be  considered  for  other 
management  strategies  defined  in  an  activity  plan 
or  grazing  agreement  which  adequately  addresses 
riparian  concerns. 

In  riparian  areas  in  Management  Units  14  and  15 
where  a  4  inch  stubble  height  for  key  species 
would  clearly  not  be  achieved  immediately  upon 
implementation  of  the  approved  RMP,  and  where 
the  key  species  have  low  vigor,  there  would  be  a 
recovery  period  of  approximately  one  or  two 
years  that  would  depend  on  moisture  conditions 
and  other  factors.  This  would  allow  plant  vigor 
to  improve  and  also  would  allow  time  to  generate 
sufficient  forage  production  for  livestock  needs 
and  residue  needed  to  maintain  the  4  inch 
minimum     stubble     height.  Recovery     or 

improvement  in  vigor  would  be  accomplished  by 
rest,  deferment,  or  other  grazing  strategies. 
Where  these  conditions  exist  on  allotments  in 
units  14  or  15,  a  2  1/2  inch  minimum  stubble 
height  would  be  required  during  the  period  of  use 
in  order  to  help  improve  vigor  of  riparian 
vegetation.  Flexibility  to  this  requirement  would 
be  considered  for  those  allotments  in  units  14  and 
15  with  activity  plans  or  grazing  agreements 
which  prescribe  other  grazing  strategies,  if  these 
strategies  clearly  demonstrate  the  ability  to 
achieve  riparian  area  management  objectives. 

5.    Riparian  Area  Management  Within  T  Allotments 
Except  Those  in  Units  14  and  15: 

Utilization  of  key  forage  species  within  all  other 
riparian  zones  would  not  exceed  40-60%  of  the 
current  years  production,  with  a  2xh  inch 
minimum  stubble  height  maintained  throughout 
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the  period  of  use.  Utilization  levels  lower  than 
40%  may  be  prescribed  in  severely  degraded 
riparian  areas.  The  2lA  inch  stubble  would  allow 
for  at  least  minimal  management  to  begin  on 
category  "I"  allotments  until  funding  and 
personnel  allow  for  activity  planning  and  more 
intensive  management.  Flexibility  to  this  7}h 
inch  stubble  would  be  considered  on  those 
allotments  with  new  activity  plans  or  grazing 
agreements  that  utilize  other  grazing  strategies,  if 
these  strategies  clearly  demonstrate  the  ability  to 
achieve  riparian  management  objectives.  Site 
specific  objectives  would  be  consistent  with 
riparian  area  goals  established  in  this  plan, 
including  the  maintenance,  restoration,  or 
improvement  of  riparian  conditions  (hydrologic, 
soil,  and  vegetation)  and  natural  values.  The  2xh 
inch  stubble  height  would  be  incorporated  into  all 
existing  AMPs  or  other  activity  plans,  excluding 
those  for  allotments  in  Management  Units  14  and 
15.  When  outdated  activity  plans  are  evaluated, 
modified,  or  revised,  riparian  concerns  would 
address  the  management  guidance  described 
above. 

6.    Management  Common  To  All  Riparian  Zones  in 
T  Allotments: 

a)  Residual  cover,  or  stubble  height,  is  needed  to 
improve  or  maintain  riparian  areas  to  a  condition 
to  allow  proper  hydrologic  functioning  during 
peak  flows,  reduce  soil  erosion,  increase  plant 
vigor  (and  eventually  livestock  forage),  and  to 
improve  wildlife  habitat  (Clary  and  Webster 
1989,  Holechek  et  al  1989,  Kinch  1989,  Myers 
1989,  Plaits  1982,  USDA  1985).  A  minimum 
stubble  is  necessary  during  critical  periods,  such 
as  spring  runoff  and  the  July  and  August 
thunderstorm  season.  Critical  periods  vary  from 
allotment  to  allotment  due  to  elevation  and  other 
factors.  Livestock  would  generally  be  turned  into 
areas  after  key  species  have  made  sufficient 
growth  to  maintain  the  required  minimum  stubble 
heights.  This  would  be  consistent  with  the 
existing  range  readiness  criteria  (Appendix  B)  and 
average  turnout  dates.  On  allotments  with  AMPs 
or  other  activity  plans,  objectives  and  actions 
from  these  plans  would  also  be  considered  when 
determining  turnout  dates.    This  would  provide 


flexibility  for  early  turnout  on  areas  where  plant 
maintenance  and  riparian  system  needs  have  been 
met. 

b)  The  key  herbaceous  riparian  forage  species 
managed  to  maintain  either  a  4"  or  a  2  1/2" 
minimum  stubble  height  objective  would  be 
grasses  such  as,  but  not  limited  to,  Kentucky 
bluegrass,  Bromegrass,  Redtop,  Wheatgrass, 
Timothy,  Tufted  hairgrass,  sedges,  and  rushes. 

c)  Livestock  would  typically  be  moved  out  of 
riparian  areas  to  other  pastures  or  other  areas  in 
the  same  pasture  with  adequate  forage  when  the 
prescribed  stubble  height  objective  has  been  met 
or  when  other  management  prescriptions  defined 
in  activity  plans  or  grazing  agreements  are 
fulfilled.  Determining  when  required  minimum 
stubble  heights  for  riparian  areas  have  been 
reached  would  be  when  key  species  average  the 
minimum  stubble  height  over  80%  of  the  entire 
riparian  area.  Realizing  there  are  areas  where 
cattle  congregate  or  are  gathered,  the  remaining 
20%  of  a  riparian  area  in  a  pasture  or  allotment 
could  be  grazed  more  heavily  than  required 
minimum  stubble  heights.  Determining  when 
other  grazing  strategies,  defined  in  activity  plans 
or  grazing  agreements,  have  been  fulfilled  would 
be  done  by  field  compliance  checks.  Permittee 
participation  in  field  compliance  checks  would  be 
encouraged. 

Grazing  Administration 

Grazing  administration  under  the  PRMP  would  be 
conducted  in  accordance  with  the  following  standard 
operating  procedures  as  prescribed  in  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  43  CFR  4100: 

1.  Grazing  permits  specifying  the  season  of  use, 
number,  and  kind  of  livestock  would  be 
issued  to  each  operator  for  each  allotment. 
Operators  would  have  to  obtain  BLM 
approval  before  changing  the  grazing 
specifications  outlined  in  their  permits. 

2.  Livestock  operators  would  be  required  to  file 
actual-use  reports  showing  how  many  and 
how  long  livestock  grazed  in  each  allotment 
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and/or  pasture.  Use  on  the  allotments  would 
be  supervised  by  BLM  throughout  the  grazing 
year. 

3.  If  necessary,  actions  resolving  unauthorized 
use  would  be  initiated  as  described  in  43  CFR 
4150.  The  unauthorized  use  would  be 
eliminated  and  appropriate  penalties  assessed. 

4.  If  it  were  determined,  through  monitoring, 
that  adjustments  in  grazing  preference  or 
active  use  were  necessary,  implementation  of 
changes  in  available  forage  would  be  done  in 
compliance  with  43  CFR  4110.3.  Where 
possible,  adjustments  would  be  implemented 
by  mutual  agreement  with  the  permittee.  If 
agreements  could  not  be  negotiated, 
adjustments  would  be  implemented  by 
decision. 

Range  Improvements 

Structural  and  non-structural  range  improvements 
such  as  fences,  water  developments,  burns,  spray 
treatments,  and  others  would  continue  to  be  identified 
and  prescribed  in  activity  plans  or  agreements.  This 
would  facilitate  livestock  management  to  achieve 
specific  management  and  resource  objectives  defined 
in  activity  plans  or  agreements.  Range  projects  and 
improvements  constructed  since  1981,  and  the  amount 
of  BLM  funds  expended  for  these  improvements,  are 
shown  in  Table  B-2,  Appendix  B.  Table  B-2  shows 
past  trends  regarding  range  improvements  constructed 
in  the  Planning  Area.  Range  improvements  identified 
in  the  Gunnison  Basin  Management  Framework  Plan 
(MFP)  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  would  not  be 
incorporated  into  the  PRMP.  However,  any  range 
improvements  identified  in  the  MFP  ROD  that  were 
not  implemented,  and  would  enhance  or  facilitate 
resource  management  objectives  would  be  considered 
for  development.  Existing  range  improvements 
would  continue  to  be  maintained  as  assigned  in 
cooperative  agreements  and  range  improvement 
permits. 

Cooperative  agreements  would  be  the  preferred 
method  to  authorize  range  improvements.  These 
agreements  would  be  used  to  authorize  all  structural 
and  non-structural,  multiple-use  range  improvements 
(removable  and  non-removable).  Range  improvement 


permits  would  be  used  to  authorize  single  use, 
removable  range  improvements  required  for  livestock 
operations.  These  range  improvements  would  be 
paid  for  and  constructed  by  the  permittee,  or  other 
non-federal  entities.  Maintenance  would  be  assigned 
and  contributions  defined  in  both  cooperative 
agreements  and  range  improvement  permits.  All 
range  improvement  permits  and  cooperative 
agreements  would  comply  with  43  CFR  4120.3-2. 

BLM's  range  improvement  funding  varies  from  year 
to  year,  depending  on  grazing  fee  receipts. 
Expenditures  of  funds  would  be  budgeted  and 
prioritized  as  follows: 

1)  Projects  or  treatments  in  which  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  has  the  responsibility  for 
operation,  maintenance,  or  reconstruction. 

2)  Projects  that  conform  with  and  would  complete 
partially  implemented  activity  plans. 

3)  Improvements  prescribed  in  new  activity  plans  or 
agreements. 

Exceptions  to  this  prioritization  would  be  considered 
to  avoid,  minimize,  or  rehabilitate  the  effects  of 
emergencies.  Consideration  would  also  be  given  to 
removal,  modifications,  or  additions  to  improvements 
prescribed  in  existing  activity  plans  that  would  further 
enhance  resource  conditions  or  take  advantage  of 
contributed  funds.  Category  "I"  allotments  would 
normally  receive  priority  over  category  "M"  and  "C" 
allotments. 

All  cost  share  or  BLM  funded  improvements  would 
require  site  specific  environmental  analysis,  economic 
analysis,  and  resource  clearances  (cultural,  threatened 
and  endangered  species  etc.)  before  being  authorized. 
Rancher  or  user  funded  projects  would  also  require 
environmental  analysis  and  appropriate  resource 
clearances  before  being  approved.  Cooperative 
agreements  and  range  improvement  permits  would 
specify  the  standards,  design,  construction, 
maintenance,  or  special  conditions  for  range 
improvements  or  treatments. 

Any  additional  forage  available  for  livestock  as  a 
result  of  range  improvements,  treatments,  or  grazing 
management    procedures    would    be    allocated    in 
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accordance  with  43  CFR  4100,  with  consideration 
given  to  meeting  the  basic  soil  and  watershed  needs 
defined  in  the  Montrose  District  Soil  Erosion 
Monitoring  Guidelines.  See  Table  N-l,  Appendix  N, 
for  target  basal  cover  densities  that  would  be 
achieved  on  treated  areas  before  forage  would  be 
available  for  livestock  grazing  needs.  Table  N-l  is 
derived  from  Appendix  F  of  the  guidelines  referenced 
above.  Any  additional  forage  available  for  livestock 
would  be  considered  in  reactivating  suspended  use  or 
as  a  means  to  avoid  suspending  active  use. 

Fences 

Fences  would  be  installed  according  to  spacing, 
height,  and  other  specifications  described  in  the  BLM 
Manual,  Section  1740  and  Handbook  H- 1741-1,  for 
the  control  of  livestock  as  well  as  the  protection  of 
wildlife.  An  example  would  be  spacing  the  bottom 
wire  of  a  3-wire  fence  at  16  inches  above  the  ground 
in  pronghorn  antelope  ranges.  Variances  from  these 
standards  require  approval  of  the  authorized  officer 
after  consultation  with  affected  parties. 

Water  Developments 

Federally  funded  livestock  watering  developments 
such  as  reservoirs  (ponds),  spring  developments, 
wells,  water  pipelines  etc.  would  be  developed  and  be 
safe  for  livestock  and  wildlife  needs. 

The  appropriate  State  Engineer  permits  would  be 
obtained  for  each  project. 

Weed  and  Pest  Control 

A  cooperative  noxious  weed  program  would  be 
initiated  with  county  governments  and  other  affected 
interests  within  the  planning  area. 

Land  Treatments 

Vegetation  treatments  would  be  done  in  accordance 
with  approved  BLM  methods  such  as  management 
application  (grazing),  burning,  spraying,  chaining, 
etc.  Noxious  weed  control  would  be  completed  in 
cooperation  with  the   local  county   weed  board  and 


other  affected  interests.  After  vegetative  manipulation 
has  been  completed,  allotments  must  be  managed  to 
ensure  the  maximum  opportunity  for  success.  This 
could  include,  but  is  not  limited  to:  (1)  rest  from 
livestock  grazing  for  a  minimum  of  two  growing 
seasons,  (2)  fencing  of  the  area  for  protection  of 
vegetation,  and  (3)  establishing  a  grazing  practice  to 
ensure  proper  use  of  the  area  following  manipulation. 
To  prevent  erosion,  land  treatments  would  generally 
not  be  done  on  slopes  greater  than  25  percent 
depending  on  soil  treatment  type,  equipment 
limitations,  etc. 

Reclamation  of  disturbed  areas  would  involve  seeding 
or  planting  a  mixture  of  the  major  native  species 
present  within  the  range  site/habitat  type  that  are 
available  commercially.  If  the  erosion  hazard  is 
high,  introduced  species  such  as  crested  wheatgrass 
or  annual  rye  may  be  used. 

Activity  Plans  and  Grazing  Agreements 

Existing  and  future  activity  plans,  such  as  AMPs  or 
CRMAPs,  would,  based  on  staffing  capabilities,  be 
evaluated  and  either  modified  or  revised  as  necessary, 
using  a  coordinated  interdisciplinary  approach.  New 
activity  plans  would  also  be  developed  with 
interdisciplinary  input  and  consultation  with 
permittees  and  other  affected  interests.  Activity  plans 
would  incorporate  allotment  specific  objectives  for 
maintaining  or  improving  livestock  forage,  wildlife 
and  fish  habitat,  and  riparian  areas.  Activity  plans 
would  also  prescribe  management  actions  including 
grazing  practices,  range  improvements,  changes  in 
season  of  use,  and  other  management  actions  to 
achieve  allotment  specific  objectives.  Innovative  or 
non-traditional  management  strategies  would  also  be 
considered. 

Allotment  specific  objectives  and  management  actions 
required  to  achieve  those  objectives  would  also  be 
defined  in  grazing  agreements.  Management  actions 
would  also  be  included  in  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
permits  or  leases  in  compliance  with  43  CFR  4130.6- 
2.  This  would  allow  for  intensive  management  to 
address  resource  concerns  when  inadequate  funding 
or     personnel     exist   to     prepare     activity   plans. 
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Monitoring 

Monitoring  data  collected  would  include 
interdisciplinary  coordination  and  be  conducted  in 
accordance  with  the  following  procedures. 

1.  Actual  use  data  would  be  obtained  by  indirect 
methods  (statements  from  permittees  which 
includes  livestock  numbers  and  periods  of  use) 
for  all  grazing  allotments.  All  livestock  operators 
would  be  required  as  part  of  the  permit  to  submit 
actual  use  by  pasture  within  15  days  from  the  end 
of  the  grazing  season.  Direct  methods  (counting 
livestock)  for  obtaining  actual  livestock  numbers 
would  be  used  as  needed. 

2.  Utilization  data  would  be  collected  on  scheduled 
allotments  or  areas  of  concern  using  procedures 
described  in  BLM  Technical  Reference  4400-3. 
Stubble  height  measurements  would  document 
forage  which  is  present  during  and/or  after  use 
has  occurred.  Stubble  height  would  be  measured 
as  an  average  of  the  key  species  for  the  area 
observed.  Utilization  data  would  be  used  for 
evaluating  the  effects  of  grazing  on  rangeland  to 
determine  appropriate  management  strategies. 

3.  Rangeland  trend  monitoring  would  be  conducted 
using  procedures  described  in  BLM  Technical 
Reference  4400-4.  The  selection  of  method(s) 
for  data  collection  would  consider  management 
objectives,  vegetation  attributes  (density, 
frequency,  production,  etc.)  and  actions  for  the 
allotment  or  area(s)  of  concern.  Trend 
monitoring  would  be  conducted  as  frequently  as 
needed  to  satisfy  data  requirements  for  the 
allotment  and/or  other  designated  management 
area(s)  evaluation. 

4.  Range  readiness  criteria  for  the  Gunnison 
Resource  Area  considers  both  indicators  of  soil 
readiness  and  vegetative  readiness.  Plant  species 
listed  in  Appendix  B  would  be  used,  where 
applicable,  as  indicators  of  vegetative  readiness. 
Key  forage  plant  species  would  be  considered  as 
part  of  the  overall  range  readiness  evaluation  for 
the  specific  allotment  or  area.  Evaluation  would 
be  based  on  stage  of  development  and/or  size  of 


plants.  Ecological  site,  aspect,  elevation  and  climate 
would  be  considered  when  evaluating  development 
and/or  size  of  plants. 

Range  readiness  criteria  would  be  considered 
when  requests  for  livestock  turn-out  dates  are 
earlier  than  dates  specified  on  permits  or  when 
vegetation  growing  conditions  are  affected  by 
drought  or  other  natural  or  man-caused 
influences,  such  as,  fire. 

Range  readiness  would  be  incorporated  into 
existing  AMP's  utilizing  the  criteria  specified  in 
Appendix  B.  However,  the  readiness  criteria  for 
allotments  with  AMP's  or  other  activity  plans 
would  be  specific  to  the  allotment  and/or  areas 
within  it.  On  allotments  with  AMPs  or  other 
activity  plans,  objectives  and  actions  in  these 
plans  would  also  be  considered  when  determining 
turnout  dates.  This  would  provide  flexibility  for 
early  turnout  on  areas  where  plant  maintenance 
and  riparian  system  needs  have  been  met.  Range 
readiness  criteria  as  documented  in  Appendix  B 
would  be  used  until  specific  criteria  can  be 
incorporated  into  each  AMP  or  other  activity 
plan. 

5.  Use  supervision  on  scheduled  allotments  or  areas 
of  concern  would  include  counting  livestock  and 
observing  distribution  patterns;  inspecting  range 
improvements;  observing  apparent  trend, 
utilization  and  growing  conditions;  and  observing 
wildlife  populations  and  movements,  wildlife 
habitat,  watershed  and  riparian  conditions  as 
needed.  Documented  observations  made  during 
use  supervision  field  visits  would  identify  where 
changes  in  grazing  management  are  needed  or 
those  areas  where  more  intensive  monitoring  is 
needed. 

6.  Precipitation  data  from  rain  gauges  along  with 
soil  moisture  monitoring  and  temperature  data 
would  be  used  to  correlate  vegetation  production 
variations  resulting  from  yearly  variations  in 
climate. 

7.  Soil  erosion  would  be  assessed  in  conjunction 
with  rangeland  trend  and  utilization  monitoring. 
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8.  Water  quality  and  quantity  would  be  monitored  as 
necessary  to  determine  the  location  of  problem 
areas. 

9.  Ecological  site  inventories  for  uplands  and 
riparian  areas  would  be  conducted  in  preparation 
for  activity  plans  as  needed  on  category  "I" 
allotments.  This  would  be  done  as  part  of  the 
activity  plan  preparation  process  and  as  funding 
and  personnel  allow. 

The  types  of  data  listed  above  would  be  used  when 
evaluating  stated  objectives  or  actions  on  an  allotment 
or  specific  area.  The  intensity  of  monitoring 
conducted  for  an  allotment  or  specific  area  are 
determined,  in  part,  by  the  Bureau's  classification 
criteria  for  I,  M,  and  C  allotments.  Other 
considerations  for  monitoring  implementation  include 
allotments  with  AMP's,  allotments  delineated  as  high 
priority  for  AMP  or  other  activity  plan  development, 
and  delineated  areas  of  concern  (i.e.  riparian  areas). 

Forest  Management.  Suitable  commercial  forest 
lands  and  woodlands  would  be  managed  for  sustained 
yield  production  within  the  allowable  cut  restrictions 
and  guidelines  determined  by  the  Timber  Production 
Capability  Classification  (TPCC).  Special  emphasis 
would  be  placed  on  the  harvest  of  over-mature  and 
pest-killed  trees. 

Approximately  41,347  acres  of  suitable  commercial 
forest  lands,  and  23,615  acres  of  suitable  woodlands 
in  several  Management  Units  would  be  available  for 
harvest.  Approximately  1,200  MBF  of  commercial 
timber,  490  cords  of  fuelwood,  400  wildings,  and,  on 
average,  300  Christmas  trees  could  be  considered  for 
harvest  annually  on  a  sustained  yield  basis.  Amounts 
of  commercial  timber  or  other  forest  products 
actually  offered  for  disposal  or  sale  annually  would 
depend  on  staffing  capabilities,  management 
priorities,  and  other  factors.  Timber  Production 
Capability  Classification  would  be  conducted  on 
approximately  10,000  acres.  Backlog  reforestation 
would  be  conducted  as  funds  become  available.  Site 
preparation  would  be  completed  as  needed,  with 
emphasis  given  to  backlog  site  preparation.  One 
Planning  Area-wide  FMP  would  be  completed  that 
would  incorporate  and  update  the  two  existing  FMPs. 


Harvest  of  commercial  timber  on  slopes  greater  than 
35%  would  be  restricted  to  cable  or  helicopter 
methods  only.  Timber  sales  would  be  designed  to 
allow  sufficient  elk  hiding  cover  along  logging  roads 
and  all  clearcuts.  Emphasis  would  be  given  to  the 
maintenance  and  protection  of  watershed,  soil,  and 
vegetative  resources  in  all  timber  sales  and  FMPs. 
Timber  harvests  would  be  designed  and  implemented 
to  help  improve  or  maintain  non-game  wildlife 
habitat.  The  conditions  and  standards  in  Appendix  A 
would  be  incorporated  into  all  plans  for  timber 
harvests  in  order  to  improve  non-game  habitat.  Plans 
for  aspen  stand  harvest  would  include  design 
measures  to  increase  the  production  and  growth  of 
young,  vigorous  aspen  for  big  game  forage.  Sale 
area  design  and  layout  would  include  measures  to 
blend  harvest  areas  into  the  surrounding  landscape 
and  increase  scenic  variety.  No  commercial  timber 
harvesting  would  occur  in  riparian  areas,  or  in  a 
30-foot  area  either  side  of  riparian  areas,  unless 
riparian  or  wildlife  values  would  be  improved. 
Logging  decks  or  staging  areas  would  not  be 
permitted  within  riparian  areas,  or  in  a  30-foot  area 
either  side  of  riparian  areas.  Trees  cut  adjacent  to 
riparian  areas  would  be  felled  in  a  direction  away 
from  the  riparian  area,  or  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
minimize  riparian  area  disturbance. 

No  timber  harvesting  would  be  allowed  from  April 
16  to  June  30  in  elk  calving  areas  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  calving  elk.  The  harvesting  of  timber 
or  timber  products  on  lands  within  existing  WSAs 
would  not  be  permitted. 

Recreation  Management.  The  public  lands  within 
the  Planning  Area  would  be  managed  consistent  with 
BLM's  Recreation  2000:  A  Strategic  Plan  to  ensure 
the  continued  availability  and  diversity  of  resource- 
dependent  outdoor  recreation  opportunities. 
Management  would  focus  on  resource  protection, 
visitor  services  and  information,  and  the  construction, 
operation  and  maintenance  of  recreation  facilities. 
Emphasis  would  be  placed  on  providing  a  variety  of 
recreation  opportunities  and  experiences  through 
visitor  awareness,  information,  interpretation, 
signing,  and  protection.  Efforts  would  be  made  to 
expand  and  strengthen  cooperative  partnerships  with 
Federal,  State  and  local  agencies,  the  private  sector 
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and  volunteers  to  enhance  recreation  opportunities 
and  tourism.  Where  appropriate,  recreation 
opportunities  would  be  enhanced  through  land 
ownership  adjustments,  improved  access,  easements, 
exchanges  and  other  acquisitions.  Tracts  of  land 
which  would  enhance  the  recreational  opportunity  or 
ecological  value  of  existing  riparian  areas  would  be 
identified  for  acquisition  during  the  riparian 
inventory. 

The  number  of  recreation  visitors  to  the  Planning 
Area  is  expected  to  increase  by  about  40%  during  the 
life  of  the  plan. 

Public  lands  in  the  Cochetopa  Canyon  and  Alpine 
Triangle  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas 
(SRMA)  would  be  managed  for  a  variety  of 
recreation,  scenic,  and  historical  opportunities  and 
settings  at  developed  and  dispersed  sites.  Resources 
in  the  Cochetopa  Canyon  SRMA  would  be  managed 
for  a  roaded-natural  ROS  setting,  and  according  to 
the  prescription  for  Management  Unit  3  and  the 
existing  activity  plan.  A  CRMAP  for  the  Alpine 
triangle  SRMA  would  be  prepared  that  incorporates 
appropriate  actions  contained  in  the  existing 
Recreation  Area  Management  Plan  (RAMP)  and  the 
prescriptions  for  resources  in  Management  Units  1, 
4,  5,  6,  and  part  of  15.  Refer  to  maps  in  Appendix 
F  for  SRMA  boundaries.  Existing  ROS  settings 
would  be  continued  for  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA. 

Public  lands  in  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area 
SRMA,  unit  2,  would  be  managed  for  primitive  and 
semi-primitive,  non  motorized  recreation  and  scenic 
opportunities  and  for  the  maintenance  and 
enhancement  of  natural  values.  A  RAMP  would  be 
prepared  and  would  include  goals  within  BLM's 
Recreation  2000:  A  Strategic  Plan. 

The  remainder  of  public  lands,  located  in  the 
Gunnison  Extensive  Recreation  Management  Area 
(ERMA),  would  be  managed  for  a  diversity  of 
recreation  opportunities.  Potential  recreation  projects 
would  be  considered  at  Hartman's  Rocks,  Slate 
River,  and  High  Mesa,  and  if  proposed  for 
development,  these  projects  would  be  addressed  in 
Recreation  Project  Plans. 

Periodic  cleanup  and  patrols  would  be  conducted 
throughout  the  planning  area.  Commercial  recreation 


use  permits  would  be  issued  on  a  case-by-case  basis 
in  the  planning  area. 

Unless  otherwise  specified  in  management  unit 
prescriptions,  public  lands  in  the  planning  area  would 
be  open  to  motorized  vehicular  travel.  A  map  in 
Appendix  F  displays  Off-Highway  Vehicle  (OHV) 
designations  for  the  PRMP.  Some  roads  would 
continue  to  be  kept  closed  in  the  spring  or  other 
seasons  until  resource  damage  would  likely  not  occur. 
Emergency  road  closures  would  occur  if  unacceptable 
resource  damage  occurs.  The  BLM  would  continue 
to  recognize  and  respond  to  the  need  for  seasonal 
closures  by  installing  gates  at  key  access  points  in 
problem  areas. 

Wild  and  Scenic  River  Study  Segment.  No  portion 
of  any  stream  in  the  Planning  Area  would  be 
recommended  as  being  suitable  for  designation  and 
inclusion  into  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System.  Values  and  resources  within  the  Study 
Segment  A  of  The  Lake  Fork  of  The  Gunnison  River 
(see  Appendix  I),  a  segment  the  BLM  found  eligible, 
but  not  suitable,  for  inclusion  into  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System,  would  be  managed 
according  to  the  prescriptions  for  Management  Units 
1,  4,  and  15  and  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT. 

Visual  Resource  Management.  Public  lands  would 
be  managed  according  to  Visual  Resource 
Management  (VRM)  classes  and  objectives  contained 
in  each  Management  Unit  prescription.  See 
Appendix  C  for  general  information  about  VRM 
classes  and  management  objectives. 

Rehabilitation  would  be  considered  for  VRM  Class  II 
R,  III  R,  and  IV  R  areas  that  contain  existing 
man-made  visual  intrusions.  Any  public  lands 
designated  wilderness  would  be  classified  as  VRM  I 
lands. 

Wilderness  Study  Areas.  The  six  WSAs  in  the 
Planning  Area  would  be  managed  according  to 
BLM's  Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines 
for  Lands  Under  Wilderness  Review  until  Congress 
decides  on  designation  regarding  each  area.  Any 
area(s)  acted  on  by  Congress  and  not  designated  as 
wilderness  would  be  managed  according  to  the 
applicable  management  unit  prescription(s)  in  the 
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PRMP.  Wilderness  Management  Plans  would  be 
prepared  for  any  area(s)  designated  and  the  area 
would  be  managed  as  wilderness.  See  the  map  in 
Appendix  F  for  WSA  boundaries  and  general 
locations.  Appendix  F  shows  also  which  WSAs 
occur  in  the  various  Management  Units  in  the  PRMP. 

Archaeological  and  Historical  Resources  (Cultural 
Resources).  Protection  of  cultural  resources  would 
be  considered  in  all  activity  plans.  Class  I  inventory 
data  would  be  consulted  prior  to  surface  disturbing 
activities  to  determine  the  need  for  inventories.  Prior 
to  surface  disturbing  activities,  Class  III  inventories 
would  be  conducted.  Cultural  resources  identified  or 
discovered  would  be  evaluated  using  BLM's  Cultural 
Resource  Use  Categories  and/or  would  be  mitigated 
as  required  by  statute.  Where  appropriate,  historic 
resources  would  be  inventoried,  stabilized,  and 
interpreted  to  increase  understanding  and  enjoyment 
for  the  recreating  public,  and  to  reduce  safety 
hazards.  Measures  designed  to  protect,  interpret,  or 
otherwise  enhance  cultural  resources  would  be 
included  in  all  plans  for  surface  disturbing  activities. 
Avoidance  would  be  the  preferred  method  of 
protection.  Inventories  would  also  be  conducted  to 
determine  archaeological  site  density,  diversity, 
significance,  and  distribution  in  order  to  build  a  data 
base  for  management  of  archaeological  resources. 
Cooperative  and  compatible  management  of  historic 
sites  with  private  landowners,  and  other  federal 
agencies  would  continue. 

Paleontological  Resources.  Inventories  would  be 
completed  in  areas  containing  potential  for  the 
occurrence  of  paleontological  resources  (Morrison, 
Dakota,  Mancos,  and  Mesa  Verde  geologic 
formation)  prior  to  any  surface  disturbing  activity. 
Measures  to  protect  known  or  discovered  fossil 
values  would  be  implemented. 

Transportation  and  Access.  In  addition  to  the 
eleven  specific  access  needs  identified  in  the 
management  unit  prescriptions,  the  access  needs 
identified  in  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area 
transportation  plan  would  be  acquired  as  opportunities 
arise.  The  transportation  plan  map  would  be 
updated.  Please  refer  to  Appendix  M  for  a  list  of  the 
access  needs  specified  in  each  unit. 


Disposal  of  Public  Lands.  Public  lands  in  the 
planning  area  would  be  classified  into  one  of  two 
categories  for  disposal  and  multiple  use  management 
purposes: 

Category  I  lands:  A  total  of  43  tracts  of  public  land 
totalling  approximately  3,120  acres  would  be 
identified  for  consideration  for  disposal  through 
public  sale  under  criteria  in  Section  203  of  FLPMA. 
These  tracts  are  shown  on  the  map  of  the  PRMP. 
Federal  mineral  estate  would  be  conveyed  with 
surface  estate  where  feasible  and  in  the  public 
interest.  See  Appendix  D  for  descriptions  of  tracts 
and  the  sale  criteria  met.  Disposal  determination 
would  be  contingent  on  these  lands  meeting  NEPA 
and  other  statutory  requirements.  Other  means  of 
disposal  for  these  tracts  would  not  be  precluded.  A 
land  sale/disposal  activity  plan  would  be  prepared  for 
these  tracts  indicating  disposal  techniques,  priorities, 
and  implementation  timing. 

Category  II  lands:  These  are  public  lands  exclusive 
of  public  land  in  Category  I.  These  category  II  lands 
would  be  identified  to  be  managed  by  BLM  for 
multiple  use  management  purposes.  The  lands  in  this 
category  would  also  be  identified  for  consideration 
for  disposal  on  a  case-by-case  basis  through 
exchange,  boundary  adjustments,  state  indemnity 
selection,  Recreation  and  Public  Purpose  Act 
applications,  or  other  appropriate  statute  or  authority, 
if  disposal  serves  the  public  interest.  These  lands 
would  not  be  identified  for  consideration  for  disposal 
through  public  sale  as  covered  in  Section  203  of 
FLPMA.  These  lands  would  be  available  for 
consideration  for  disposal  through  exchange  if  the 
exchange  would  result  in  1)  consolidated  land 
patterns,  2)  improved  manageability  of  lands  and 
resources,  or  3)  if  the  exchange  would  otherwise  be 
in  the  public  interest,  within  the  context  of  the 
provisions  of  Section  206  of  FLPMA.  Disposal 
would  be  contingent  on  actions  meeting  NEPA 
requirements. 

Acquisition  of  Non-Federal  Lands:  Non-federal 
lands  surrounded  by  or  adjacent  to  Category  II  lands 
or  lands  categorized  as  being  unavailable  for  disposal, 
would  be  considered  as  being  suitable  for  acquisition 
on  a  case-by-case,  willing  seller-willing  buyer  basis 
in  order  to  enhance  Bureau  management.  Acquisition 
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would  be  contingent  on  these  lands  meeting  1)  NEPA 
requirements  and  2)  one  or  more  of  the  criteria  for 
acquisition  found  in  Appendix  D.  Specific  tracts  for 
acquisition  are  identified  in  management  unit 
prescriptions. 

Rights-of-Way.  Public  lands  within  the  Planning 
Area  would  be  open  to  the  location  of  rights-of-way, 
subject  to  stipulations  in  Management  Unit 
prescriptions  and  standard  terms,  conditions,  and 
stipulations  contained  in  records  of  decision  issued 
for  each  application.  Right-of-way  avoidance  areas 
(where  future  rights-of-way  may  be  granted  only 
when  no  feasible  alternative  route  or  designated 
right-of-way  corridor  is  available)  and  right-of-way 
exclusion  areas  (where  future  rights-of-way  may  be 
granted  only  when  mandated  by  law)  are  described  in 
each  management  unit  prescription,  if  applicable. 

Rights-of-Way  Corridors.  Public  lands  within  one- 
half  mile  on  each  side  of  the  centerline  of  Western 
Area  Power  Administrations'  (WAP A)  Curecanti  to 
Salida  230  Kv  electrical  transmission  line,  and 
Colorado  Ute  Electric  Associations'  (CUEA)  Blue 
Mesa  to  Lake  City  1 15  Kv  electrical  transmission  line 
would  be  designated  as  rights-of-way  corridors.  The 
WAPA  line  crosses  Management  Units  8,  1 1,  12,  13, 
14,  and  16.  A  right-of-way  window  1000  feet  in 
width,  or  500  feet  either  side  of  the  centerline,  would 
be  designated  where  the  WAPA  line  crosses 
Management  Unit  8.  The  CUEA  corridor  crosses 
Management  Units  1,  13,  and  16.  See  map  in 
Appendix  D  for  the  general  locations  of  these 
corridors. 

Fire  Management.  Wildfires  on  about  508,388 
acres  of  public  land  would  be  suppressed  according 
to  a  "conditional  suppression"  policy  and  about 
76,624  acres  of  public  land  would  be  suppressed 
according  to  a  "full  suppression"  policy.  Refer  to 
Appendix  L  for  maps  showing  these  suppression 
areas  within  the  planning  area  for  Management  Units 
in  the  PRMP.  Within  conditional  suppression  areas 
there  are  isolated  areas  (i.e.,  public  lands  adjacent  to 
private  lands,  or  in  recreation  areas)  where  full 
suppression  of  wildfires  would  occur  in  order  to 
protect  valuable  resources,  investments,  facilities,  and 
property,  life,  and  safety  on  federal  and  non-federal 
lands.    Prescribed  fires  for  resource  enhancement  or 


fuel  hazard  reduction  could  occur  throughout  the 
Planning  Area  in  accordance  with  approved 
prescribed  burn  plans.  A  site-specific  burn  plan  and 
Environmental  Analysis  (EA)  would  be  prepared 
prior  to  authorizing  any  prescribed  burns. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications.  Actions  regarding 
Public  lands  currently  under  a  withdrawal,  reserve, 
or  classification  would  be  implemented  according  to 
the  recommendations  below.  If  public  lands  under 
withdrawal  to  another  agency  are  relinquished,  these 
lands  would  be  managed  according  to  Standard 
Management  and  the  management  unit  prescription  in 
which  the  lands  are  located.  Periodic  review  of 
existing  withdrawals  would  continue  in  order  to 
determine  if  the  need  for  each  continues  to  exist. 
Management  activities  on  all  withdrawn  land  would 
continue  at  current  levels,  and  would  be  consistent 
with  the  purposes  of  withdrawals. 

1.  The  withdrawals  affecting  lands  in  the  following 
existing  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (BofRec)  and  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission  (FERC)  withdrawals, 
and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  Power  Site  reserves 
(BLM  PSRs)  located  in  the  Planning  Area  adjacent 
to,  or  in  close  proximity  to,  the  proposed  boundary 
line  of  the  Curecanti  National  Recreation  Area  (NRA) 
would  be  continued,  and  would  be  reviewed  when 
Congressional  action  is  taken  regarding  the  exact 
boundary  line  location  of  the  NRA.  At  that  time, 
those  withdrawn  lands  would  be  reviewed,  and  if  not 
needed  for  NRA,  BofRec,  or  FERC  purposes,  would 
be  recommended  to  be  relinquished  or  revoked,  and 
managed  according  to  the  applicable  Management 
Unit  prescriptions.  The  acres  affected  by  these 
withdrawals  in  the  PRMP  adjacent  or  in  close 
proximity  to  the  Curecanti  NRA  are  approximately  as 
follows: 

BofRec    Colorado   River   Reclamation    Storage 
Project 

C-014843  in  Management  Units  1,  7,  12,  13, 
and  16:   265  acres 

C-021956  in  Management  Units  7,  9,  12,  13, 
and  16:    301  acres 

C-0 124366  in  Management  Unit  13:  42  acres 
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BofRec  Gunnison-Arkansas  Reclamation  Project 

C-28255  in  Management  Units  1  (175  acres), 
7  (7  acres),  12  (573  acres),  and  16  (277 
acres):    1,032  acres 

BLM  PSRs 

No.  27,  C-28590  in  Management  Units  7,  12, 
13,  and  16:  220  acres 

No.  50,  C-28588  in  Management  Units  13 
and  16:    45  acres 

FERC 

Order  of  11/9/1928  in  Management  Unit  16: 
8  acres 

2.  The  lands  and  approximate  acres  identified  in  the 
various  withdrawals,  classifications,  or  reserves 
below  would  be  recommended  to  be  continued,  and 
would  be  periodically  reviewed. 

BLM  protective  withdrawals 

C-17286,  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  SRMA, 
in  unit  2:    43,697  acres 

C-0 125423,  "Loop  Road"  south  and  west  of 
Lake  City,  in  units  1,  (675  acres),  4  (2 
acres),  and  15  (444  acres):    1,122  acres 

Public  Land  Order  (PLO)  4408,  pending 
legislation  transferring  the  affected  lands  in 
unit  16  to  the  United  States  Forest  Service 
(USFS):    400  acres 

C-01471 1 ,  on  Cebolla  Creek,  in  units  10  (269 
acres)  and  12  (164  acres):    433  acres 

BLM  Federal  Water  Reserves 


USFS 


C-0123890,  at  Soap  Creek,  in  unit  13: 
acres 


65 


C-28325,  at  Old  Agency,  in  unit  16:  40 
acres 

BLM     Recreation      and     Public     Purposes 
Classifications  (R  &  PPs) 

C-15671,  Lake  City  Ski  Hill,  Hinsdale 
County,  in  unit  1:    25  acres 

Department  of  Energy  Withdrawal  Applications 

The  330  acre  Department  of  Energy  (DOE) 
withdrawal  for  a  potential  mine  tailings  site  in 
Management  Unit  1 1  would  be  recommended 
to  be  continued.  When  DOE  actions  are 
finalized,  some  lands  may  be  transferred  to 
that  agency.  Any  lands  transferred  would  no 
longer  be  withdrawn  or  subject  to  BLM 
management.  The  need  for  the  withdrawal 
would  be  reviewed  periodically. 

3.  BLM  would  recommend  that  the  lands  in  the 
following  withdrawals  or  reserves  be  relinquished  or 
revoked  by  the  applicable  agencies.  Upon 
relinquishment,  further  action  would  be  taken  to 
terminate  these  withdrawals.  Once  terminated,  the 
lands  would  then  be  managed  according  to  the 
pertinent  Management  Unit  prescriptions  and 
Standard  Management. 

BofRec  Gunnison-Arkansas  Reclamation  Project 
C-28255 

In  unit  1,  T.  46  N.,  R.  3  W.,  paralleling  the 
Lake  Fork  of  The  Gunnison  River  near  The 
Gate  Campground:  approximately  1,040 
acres 


C-17807,  C-19375,  C-19376,  C-19377,  and 
C-28514,  located  throughout  all  units  except 
5,6,  and  9;  these  water  reserves  would  also 
be  quantified:   25,900  acres 

Federal  Aviation  Administration  (FAA) 

C- 126 13  (197  acres)  and  C-022844  (62 
acres):    269  acres 


In  Unit  12,  T.  48  N.,  R.  6  W.,  paralleling 
the  Little  Cimarron  River:  approximately 
840  acres 
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DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PRMP 

5.  The  following  new  BLM  protective  withdrawals 
would  be  recommended  in  various  Management 
Units: 

Unit  1: 


No.  50,  C-28588,  T.  50  N.,  R.  IE.,  Sec.  4: 
N1/2SW1/4SE1/4SW1/4:    approximately  17 


acres 


USFS 


C-010309,  at  Nine-Mile  Hill,  no  longer 
needed,  in  unit  13:    10  acres 

FERC 

C-0123435  in  units  1  (630  acres)  and  6  (95 
acres)  ,  and  C-0124134  in  units  1  (290  acres) 
and  6  (5  acres),  south  of  Lake  City:  1,020 
acres 

4.  The  following  BLM  R  &  PPs  and  protective 
withdrawal  would  be  recommended  to  be  revoked  or 
expanded  in  size: 

R  &  PP  C-083991: 

At  The  Gate  Campground,  in  unit  1,  would 
be  revoked,  upon  a  recommended  five-acre 
protective  withdrawal  taking  effect  at  the 
recreation  area:    100  acres 


At  the  Mill  Creek  Campground:    20  acres 

At  the  Red  Bridge  Campground:    5  acres 

At  The  Gate  Campground:    10  acres 

The  federal  mineral  estate  in  these  lands 
would  be  recommended  to  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  location,  in  order  to  protect 
recreation  values  and  improvements. 


Unit  3: 


In  the  Cochetopa  Canyon  SRMA: 
approximately  2,597  acres  of  federal  mineral 
estate  and  2,710  acres  of  BLM  managed 
surface  acres  would  be  recommended  to  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location, 
and  all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the 
general  land  laws,  in  order  to  retain  scenic, 
riparian,  and  recreation  values,  but  the 
withdrawal  would  not  effect  the  operation  of 
the  general  land  laws  regarding  discretionary 
leases,  licenses,  or  permits 


Unit  4: 


R  &  PP  C-012601: 

At  the  Slumgullion  Earthflow  National 
Natural  Landmark  ACEC.  in  unit  6,  would 
be  revoked,  upon  a  recommended 
(approximately)  1,442  acre  protective 
withdrawal  taking  effect:    907  acres 


BLM  protective  withdrawal  C- 17286: 

At  the  Powderhora  Primitive  Area  SRMA,  in 
unit  2,  would  be  expanded  in  size  to  include 
an  additional  (approximately)  2,310  acres  of 
federal  mineral  estate,  and  4,065  BLM 
managed  surface  acres 


In  the  American  Basin  ACEC,  the  federal 
mineral  estate  would  be  recommended  to  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location  in 
order  to  protect  recreation  and  scenic  values: 
approximately  1,590  acres 


Unit  6: 


In  the  Slumgullion  Earthflow  National 
Natural  Landmark  ACEC,  the  federal  mineral 
estate  would  be  recommended  to  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location  in 
order  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  earthflow: 
approximately  1,442  acres 
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Unit  9: 

In  the  Dillon  Pinnacles  ACEC,  the  federal 
mineral  estate  would  be  recommended  to  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location  in 
order  to  protect  scenic  and  recreation  values: 
approximately  530  acres 

Waterpower     and     Storage     Reservoir     Sites. 

Management  Units  1,  3,  10,  14  and  15  would  be 
recommended  to  be  closed  to  the  development  of 
water  power  and  storage  reservoir  sites.  The 
remainder  of  the  inventoried  and  potential  sites  would 
be  managed  to  permit  water  and  power  site 
development  unless  another  use  is  proposed  for  the 
site(s)  in  a  Management  Unit  prescription.  Before 
any  uses  occur  or  facilities  are  developed  on  lands 
withdrawn  for  water  power  purposes,  that  would 
preclude  or  conflict  with  waterpower  or  storage 
development,  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory 
Commission  would  be  contacted  regarding  withdrawal 
status  and  need  for  the  site. 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern.  Public 
lands  in  six  Management  Units,  4  through  9,  totalling 
approximately  42,339  acres,  would  be  designated  as 
Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs). 
These  six  areas  (American  Basin,  Redcloud  Peak, 
Slumgullion  Earthflow  National  Natural  Landmark, 
West  Antelope  Creek,  South  Beaver  Creek,  and 
Dillon  Pinnacles)  would  be  managed  according  to 
their  Management  Unit  prescriptions  and  any 
management  plans  that  would  be  prepared.  Haystack 
Cave  and  Sapinero  potential  ACECs  are  contained 
within  the  recommended  West  Antelope  Creek 
ACEC.  Values  within  the  remaining  eight  potential 
ACECs  described  in  Table  H-2  (Alpine,  Powderhorn, 
East  Gunnison,  Lake  Fork  Canyon,  Bighorn  Sheep  A 
and  B,  Cebolla  Creek,  and  Loop  Road)  in  Appendix 
H  would  be  sufficiently  protected  and  managed  by  the 
actions  in  applicable  Management  Unit  prescriptions. 
Refer  to  Appendix  H  for  descriptions  and  maps  of 
these  areas  and  the  ACEC  designation  process. 
Table  H-l  in  Appendix  H  lists  the  areas  that  were 
nominated  early  in  the  planning  process,  but  did  not 
pass  the  screening  process  for  further  consideration 
in  the  DRMP. 


Hazards  Management.  Hazard  sites  or  areas  would 
be  reviewed  on  a  case-by-case  basis  and  remedied  to 
the  degree  necessary  to  protect  public  safety  and 
health.  Activity  plans  would  consider  the  remediation 
of  known  hazards.  Management  of  other  resources 
would  involve  reclamation/remediation  of  known 
hazard  sites/areas  as  part  of  fulfilling  objectives  for 
management  of  that  resource. 

Coordination  and  cooperation  with  appropriate  state 
or  other  agencies  to  remedy  hazard  sites  would 
continue.  Existing  sites/areas  from  past  mineral 
development,  which  are  considered  to  be  potentially 
hazardous  because  of  high  side  walls,  deep  pits,  etc. , 
would  very  likely  continue  until  the  Colorado  Mined 
Land  Reclamation  Hazard  abatement  project  is 
completed.  The  goal  of  this  long-term  project  is  to 
eliminate  the  hazards  of  these  sites/areas. 

Hazardous  Materials  Management.  Locations  on 
public  lands  showing  evidence  of  hazardous  materials 
would  be  inventoried  and  examined  on  a  case-by-case 
basis,  and  remedied  to  the  degree  necessary  to  protect 
public  health,  safety,  and  public  or  private  property. 
Coordination  and  cooperation  with  appropriate  state 
or  other  agencies  to  properly  manage  hazardous 
materials  would  continue.  Trespass  dumping  and 
littering  on  public  lands  would  be  controlled  through 
public  awareness,  signing,  and  monitoring. 

Law  Enforcement.  Bureau  patrols  and  law 
enforcement  activities  by  authorized  personnel  would 
be  conducted  on  a  priority  or  demand  basis  as 
needed.  Information  dissemination  and  education 
regarding  BLM  resource  management  and  regulations 
would  be  carried  out  during  visitor  or  public  contacts 
by  BLM  rangers. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  PRESCRIPTIONS 
FOR  THE  PROPOSED  RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (1-16) 

According  to  the  BLM's  basic  legislation,  any 
particular  land  area  and  its  resources  may  have  the 
potential  for  a  variety  of  uses,  some  of  them  mutually 
exclusive.  The  BLM's  major  objective  is  to  manage 
the  public  lands  under  a  multiple-use  philosophy  and 
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to  provide  maximum  public  benefits  through  the  best 
combination  of  uses  for  which  an  area  is  capable. 

Under  the  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 
(PRMP),  the  planning  area  has  been  divided  into 
management  units  based  on  the  resources,  uses,  and 
values  of  the  public  lands  within  a  particular 
geographic  area  and  relative  to  the  goals  and 
objectives  of  the  PRMP.  Management  Unit 
prescriptions  for  the  PRMP  are  derived  from  the 
Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  E)  of  the  DRMP, 
with  changes  made  as  a  result  of  public  comment  and 
internal  review.  Please  refer  to  the  CHANGES  TO 
THE  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE  section  in 
Chapter  Two  for  the  changes  that  have  been 
incorporated  into  the  PRMP.  The  size,  number,  and 
configuration  of  the  Management  Units  in  the  PRMP 
is  very  similar  to  those  in  the  Preferred  Alternative 
(Alternative  E)  of  the  DRMP,  with  the  only 
exceptions  being  minor  changes  in  units  14  (+1.1 
miles)  and  15  (-.6  miles).  Some  adjacent  units  were 
correspondingly  affected  as  a  result  of  these  additions 
or  deletions.  The  presence  or  absence  of  these 
segments  was  discussed  and  analyzed  in  alternatives 
in  the  DRMP.  Table  4-1  lists  the  acres  in  each 
Management  Unit  in  the  PRMP.  The  map  that  is 
inserted  into  this  document  displays  the  Management 
Units  and  general  land  status  in  the  PRMP. 
Differences  in  acres  within  units  in  the  PRMP  and 
the  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  DRMP  are  the  result 
of  the  unit  changes  mentioned  above  or  the 
peculiarities  of  the  GIS  system  used.  Boundaries  are 
the  same,  with  the  exception  of  the  changes  noted 
above  in  units  14  and  15,  and  the  adjacent  units. 

Although  each  management  unit  would  be  managed 
under  the  multiple-use  concept,  its  most  outstanding 
resources, uses,  or  values  would  be  given  significant 
consideration  to  protect  those  specific  qualities.  In 
recognition  of  this  potential  for  loss  or  impact, 
management  unit  prescriptions  may  place  constraints 
on  opposing/competing  resources,  uses,  or  values 
within  a  unit.  In  most  cases,  these  other  resources 
would  be  managed  to  the  extent  that  such 
management  would  be  compatible  with  the  more 
significant  resources,  uses,  or  values  in  a  unit.  In 
addition,  future  proposals  would  be  evaluated  in  the 
context  of  the  management  prescriptions  for  units. 


Public  lands  within  the  planning  area  where  no 
particular  resource,  use,  or  value  is  outstanding,  and 
where  management  would  be  minimal,  are  considered 
to  be  general  resource  management  units. 

The  following  management  unit  prescriptions 
comprise  The  PRMP.  Acreage  figures  used  are 
approximations.  Table  4-1  and  the  PRMP  map 
identify  the  management  units  that  were  delineated 
for  the  PRMP.  Six  Management  Units,  4  through  9, 
totalling  42,339  acres  would  be  designated  and 
managed  as  ACECs.  If  not  specifically  mentioned, 
and  unless  modified  within  the  following 
Management  Unit  prescriptions,  resources/resource 
uses  and  programs  on  public  lands  in  the  PRMP 
would  be  managed  according  to  guidance  in  the 
Standard  Management  section  above. 

In  this  PRMP,  all  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs)  in 
the  Planning  Area  would  be  managed  under  BLM's 
Wilderness  Interim  Management  Policy  for  Lands 
Under  Wilderness  Review  (IMP).  If  Congress 
designates  public  lands  in  any  part  of  any  WSA  in  the 
Planning  Area  as  wilderness,  those  lands  would  be 
managed  as  wilderness  and  a  wilderness  management 
plan  would  be  prepared  for  the  area(s).  If,  during 
the  life  of  this  plan,  Congress  acts  on  and  decides  to 
not  designate  any  part  of  any  WSA  in  the  Planning 
Area  as  wilderness  (effectively  removing  it  from 
WSA  status),  those  public  lands  would  be  managed 
according  to  the  actions  in  the  Management  Unit 
prescriptions  below  for  the  PRMP.  Appendix  F 
shows  WSA  maps  and  tables  depicting  Management 
Unit  locations  of  WSAs. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  1  (Part  of  Alpine  Triangle 
SRMA) 

Land  ownership:  95,827  acres  of  public  surface;  15  % 
of  the  Planning  Area. 

This  management  unit  is  currently  managed  as  the 
Alpine  Triangle  Special  Recreation  Management  Area 
(SRMA),  and  consists  of  the  bulk  of  the  SRMA.  The 
unit  extends  south  along  the  Lake  Fork  of  the 
Gunnison  River  (Lake  Fork)  from  the  Curecanti 
National  Recreation  Area  (NRA)  and  includes  lands 
south  and  west  of  Lake  City.    This  unit  surrounds 
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three  recommended  ACECs  (4,  5  and  6)  and 
important  fisheries  and  riparian  zones  (parts  of  15). 

The  lands  south  and  west  of  Lake  City  are 
characterized  by  13,000-14,000  foot  peaks,  fragile 
high-country  tundra,  important  mining-era  historical 
resources,  summer  range  for  domestic  sheep  grazing, 
heavy  recreation  visitation,  and  high  quality  scenic 
values.  This  unit  is  the  most  popular  and  heavily 
visited  area  BLM  manages  in  Colorado,  and  is  among 
the  most  scenic  areas  in  the  nation.  Features  within 
or  adjacent  to  the  unit  include  structures  associated 
with  the  historic  mining  period,  an  8.9  mile-long 
portion  of  the  Segment  A  of  the  Lake  Fork  of  the 
Gunnison  River,  a  study  segment  eligible  for 
inclusion  into  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System,  Mill  Creek  Campground,  populations  of  the 
rare  Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly,  the  Alpine 
Loop  National  Backcountry  Byway,  Slumgullion 
Earthflow  National  Natural  Landmark,  and  bighorn 
sheep  habitat. 

The  lands  along  the  Lake  Fork  from  Lake  City 
downstream  to  the  NRA  boundary  are  characterized 
by  a  steep-walled,  narrow  canyon  and  a  meandering 
river  valley  with  a  variety  of  vegetation  types. 
Intermingled  land  ownership  occurs  in  this  part  of  the 
unit.  Features  in  this  part  of  the  unit  include  high 
quality  visual  resources,  nine  recorded  historic 
railroad  construction  camp  sites  (three  of  which  have 
been  developed  and  are  managed  cooperatively  by  the 
National  Park  Service),  various  other  historic  sites, 
the  Gate  and  Red  Bridge  campgrounds,  several  BLM 
minor  wayside  and  fishing  access  improvements; 
crucial  big  game  winter  range;  bighorn  sheep  habitat 
and  a  bighorn  sheep  herd;  and  a  69  Kv  electrical 
transmission  line. 

Concerns  include  potential  impacts  on  fragile  tundra 
ecosystems  receiving  heavy  recreation  use,  visitor 
safety  concerning  high  altitudes  and  open  mine  shafts, 
degraded  visual  quality,  incompatible  recreation, 
mining,  and  livestock  grazing  land  use  mixes, 
motorized  vehicle  use,  access  and  management, 
vandalism,  survey  and  inventory/recordation 
deficiencies,  and  other  concerns  associated  with 
fragile  historic  structures.  Concerns  also  exist 
regarding  potential  disease  transfer  to  bighorn  sheep 
from  grazing  domestic  sheep  and  a  growing  demand 
for  public  access  to  the  Lake  Fork. 


The  unit  would  continue  to  be  managed  as  part  of  the 
existing  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA.  Providing  a 
diversity  of  recreation  opportunities,  including 
interpretation,  while  protecting  important  historic, 
scenic,  and  natural  values  would  be  emphasized 
within  the  unit.  Motorized  recreation  sightseeing, 
hiking,  camping,  winter  recreation,  hunting,  fishing, 
floatboating,  and  other  recreation  opportunities  would 
be  emphasized.  A  CRMAP  would  be  prepared  for 
the  unit  and  the  SRMA,  incorporating  the 
management  actions  in  the  existing  RAMP, 
Recreation  2000  goals  and  the  back  country  byway, 
the  Alpine  Loop  Cultural  Resource  Management  Plan 
(CRMP),  historic  site  management,  visual  resource 
management,  and  other  resources  in  this  and  all  other 
Management  Units  in  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA. 
Plans  for  surface-disturbing  activities,  including 
recreation  use  and  development,  would  contain 
measures  designed  to  minimize  negative  effects  to 
resources,  especially  those  that  could  impact  adjacent 
recreation  or  scenic  resources  and  fisheries  and 
riparian  habitat.  Public  lands  would  be  managed  for 
a  combination  of  Primitive,  Semi-Primitive 
Motorized,  Semi-Primitive  Non-Motorized,  Roaded 
Natural,  and  Rural  ROS  settings  as  contained  in  the 
existing  RAMP  for  the  SRMA. 

Management  actions  contained  in  the  existing  RAMP 
for  the  unit  would  be  implemented  (facility  and  trail 
development,  improvement,  and  maintenance, 
expanded  recreation  area  administration  and  visitor 
services,  additions  to  and  maintenance  of  OHV 
routes,  signing,  patrols,  and  commercial  recreation 
use  supervision).  Trail  access  to  the  Powderhorn 
Primitive  Area  SRMA  would  be  located  and 
constructed.  Construction  of  a  joint  BLM/USFS 
visitor  and  administrative  center  in  Lake  City  would 
be  pursued.  Overnight  camping  would  be  excluded 
within  50  feet  of  historic  resources  on  public  land. 
A  follow-up  visitor-use  survey  would  be  conducted  in 
approximately  1994  to  reassess  the  activities,  settings, 
and  experiences  favored  by  the  recreating  public.  If 
feasible,  facilities  at  The  Gate  and  Red  Bridge 
Campgrounds  would  be  upgraded  and  added  such  that 
entrance  fees  could  be  charged. 

Historic  sites  would  be  inventoried,  recorded,  and 
evaluated  within  the  unit,  and  determinations  of 
eligibility  prepared.  The  Alpine  Loop  CRMP  would 
be  prepared  to  direct  the  development,  maintenance, 
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stabilization,  and  interpretation  of  these  appropriate 
historic  resources  for  passive,  non-consumptive 
recreation  opportunities.  This  plan  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  CRMAP  for  the  unit. 
Interpretation  would  emphasize  the  protection  of 
historic  sites,  buildings,  and  facilities  in  order  to 
prevent  vandalism.  Cadastral  surveys  would  be 
conducted,  if  necessary,  for  sites  to  determine  public 
land  locations  for  historic  sites  with  potential  for 
stabilization  or  interpretation. 

Cooperative  management  with  the  NPS  on  lands 
along  the  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison  River  from  Red 
Bridge  to  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir  would  be  continued 
for  recreation  facility  and  road  maintenance,  and  the 
interpretation  and  protection  of  three  historic  railroad 
camp/construction  sites.  If  appropriate,  cooperative 
management  of  other  sites  would  be  considered. 

Motorized  vehicular  traffic  on  public  lands  within  the 
unit  south  of  the  north  line  of  Section  12,  T.  45  N., 
R.  4W.,  N.  M.  P.  M.,  would  be  limited  to 
designated  routes,  and  snowmobile  use  would  be 
limited  to  travel  on  snow.  When  the  CRMAP  is 
prepared  for  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA,  a  map 
would  be  included  and  areas  defined  on  the  ground 
delineating  appropriate  pull-off  and  parking  areas 
adjacent  to  designated  routes.  The  remainder  of  the 
unit  would  be  open   to  OHV  traffic. 

Federal  mineral  estate  in  the  following  areas  in  the 
unit  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and 
location  under  the  general  mining  laws:  (a)  within 
675  acres  in  the  existing  protective  withdrawal  (C- 
0125423)  along  the  Alpine  Loop  National 
Backcountry  Byway,  in  order  to  protect  scenery 
within  the  byway  from  mining  disturbance,  (b)  a  total 
of  five  acres  at  Red  Bridge  Campground  in  order  to 
prevent  disturbance  from  mining  activities  occurring 
at  the  recreation  site,  (c)  a  total  of  10  acres  at  The 
Gate  campground  to  protect  recreation  facilities,  and 
(d),  20  acres  at  the  Mill  Creek  Campground. 

Federal  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  estate  totalling  675 
acres  within  the  existing  protective  withdrawal  (C- 
0125423)  along  the  Alpine  Loop  National 
Backcountry  Byway  would  be  open  to  leasing  with  a 
no  surface  occupancy  stipulation  in  order  to  protect 
recreation  facilities  and  visual  resources  from  fluid 
minerals   exploration  and   development.     Mineral 


material  disposal  on  federal  mineral  estate  on  these 
same  lands  would  not  be  authorized  for  the  same 
reasons. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management.  Disposal  of  mineral 
materials  on  10,620  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate 
within  crucial  big  game  winter  range  would  not  be 
authorized  from  December  1  through  April  30  to 
prevent  disturbance  to  wintering  deer  and  elk. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management.  Livestock  grazing 
would  continue  to  be  authorized  in  the  unit  within  the 
capabilities  of  the  ecosystems  involved.  On  public 
lands  within  the  riparian  area  along  Henson  Creek, 
from  the  North  fork  of  Henson  Creek  downstream  to 
Lake  City,  livestock  grazing  in  this  important  fishery 
would  continue  not  be  authorized  in  order  to  maintain 
stream  and  streamside  conditions,  including  soils  and 
vegetation. 

Wild  and  Scenic  River  Study  Segment.    The  8.9 

mile-long  portion  of  Segment  A  of  the  Lake  Fork  of 
the  Gunnison  River,  a  segment  BLM  found  eligible, 
but  not  suitable,  for  inclusion  into  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System,  would  be  managed 
according  to  this  prescription  and  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  for  the  PRMP.  Please  refer  to 
Appendix  I  for  the  eligibility  and  suitability  analysis, 
and  for  location  and  boundary  maps  of  the  segment. 
The  segment  was  determined  to  be  eligible,  but  not 
suitable,  for  inclusion  into  the  NWSRS. 

Visual  Resource  Management.  The  unit  would  be 
managed  according  to  VRM  Class  II  (93,848  acres), 
VRM  Class  III  (165  acres)  and  VRM  Class  IV  (1,337 
acres)  objectives. 

Transportation  and  Access.  Administrative  access 
would  be  acquired  into  the  east-central  part  of  the 
unit  that  includes  Yaeger  Gulch  and  Skunk  and  Trout 
Creeks  for  commercial  forest  management.  Public 
hiking  and  horse  access  would  be  acquired  into  the 
Alpine  Gulch  drainage  for  recreation  and  livestock 
grazing  management.  Public  access  would  continue 
to  be  acquired,  as  opportunities  arise,  to  BLM  and 
USFS  managed  lands  between  Lake  City  and  Red 
Bridge  campground. 

Acquisition  of  Non-Federal  Lands.  If  available, 
selected  non-federal  lands  necessary  for  management, 
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protection  and/or  enhancement  of  recreation  and 
visual  resources  and  wildlife  habitat  on  public  lands 
would  be  acquired.  If  available,  selected  non-federal 
lands  containing  representative  examples  of  thematic 
historic  period  sites,  structures,  or  resources  would 
be  acquired  through  exchange  or  purchase. 

Rights-of-Way.  About  3,840  acres  in  the  rights-of- 
way  corridor  would  be  open  to  development  of  all 
rights-of-way.  With  the  exception  of  public  lands  in 
the  rights-of-way  corridor,  the  entire  unit  would  be 
closed  to  the  development  of  above-ground  utilities 
(91,510  acres).  Public  lands  north  of  the  south  line 
of  Sections  16  and  17,  T.  47  N.,  R.  3  W., 
N.M.P.M.,  approximately  2,560  acres,  and  about 
76,880  acres  south  and  west  of  Lake  City  would  be 
classified  an  avoidance  area  for  all  other  rights-of- 
way.  The  remainder  of  public  lands  in  the  unit, 
about  12,070  acres,  would  be  open  to  all  other  rights- 
of-way.  See  Appendix  D  for  a  map  showing  these 
areas. 

Rights-of-Way  Corridors.  Approximately  3,840 
acres  of  public  land  along  CUEA's  Blue  Mesa  to 
Lake  City  1 15  Kv  electrical  transmission  line  would 
be  designated  a  rights-of-way  corridor  (see  Standard 
Management  for  more  detail). 

Fire  Management.  Full  suppression  of  wildfires 
would  occur  on  9,577  acres  of  public  land  to  protect 
private  property,  BLM  recreation  sites,  and  other 
facilities.  Conditional  suppression  would  occur  on 
85,773  acres. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications.  The  R&PP 
classification  C-012620  would  be  terminated  or 
revoked  near  the  Slumgullion  Earthflow  National 
Natural  Landmark  proposed  ACEC,  Unit  6,  upon 
withdrawal  recommendations  being  implemented 
within  that  unit.  The  R&PP  classification 
C-15671  (approximately  25  acres)  for  a  ski  facility 
near  Lake  City  would  continue.  The  100  acre  R&PP 
classification  C-083991  would  also  be  terminated  or 
revoked  at  The  Gate  Recreation  Area  upon 
withdrawal  recommendations  being  implemented. 
The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  withdrawal  C-28255, 
affecting  approximately  1,040  acres  of  public  land 
surrounding  The  Gate  Campground  would  be 
recommended  for  relinquishment  to  ensure  recreation 


resources  would  not  be  inundated.  The  part  of  the 
BLM  protective  withdrawal  C-0 125423,  675  acres, 
along  the  back  country  byway  in  the  unit  would  be 
continued.  Approximately  10  acres  of  public  land  at 
The  Gate  Campground,  approximately  5  acres  of 
public  land  at  Red  Bridge  campground,  and  20  acres 
of  public  lands  at  the  Mill  Creek  Campground  would 
be  withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under 
the  general  land  laws  for  protection  of  recreation 
resources  and  BLM  investments. 
Water  Power  and  Storage  Reservoir  Sites.  The 
unit  would  be  recommended  to  be  closed  to  the 
development  of  potential  water  power  and  storage 
reservoir  sites. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  2  (Powderhorn  Primitive 
Area  SRMA) 

Land  Ownership:  47,762  acres  of  Public  Surface;  8% 
of  the  Planning  Area. 

This  unit  consists  of  lands  managed  for  primitive, 
non-motorized  recreational  and  natural  values. 

This  management  unit  is  managed  as  the  existing 
Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area  (SRMA).  The  entire  existing 
Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  is  located  within  the  unit. 
Few  obvious  human  influences  are  apparent.  The 
unit  contains  the  popular  Powderhorn  Lakes  and  is 
characterized  by  a  diversity  of  landscapes,  high 
valued  recreation  resources,  important  fishery  and 
riparian  resources,  and  scenic  and  natural  values. 
Livestock  grazing  occurs  in  part  of  the  unit.  Bighorn 
sheep  habitat  occurs  within  the  unit.  The  BLM 
surface  estate  within  the  existing  primitive  area  is 
withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under  the 
general  land  laws  (C- 17286)  and  from  mineral  entry 
and  location  under  the  general  mining  laws.  A 
concern  for  resources  within  the  unit  is  that 
concentrated  recreation  use  occurring  along  existing 
trails  and  at  the  lakes  area  could  potentially  result  in 
unacceptable  impacts  to  scenic  and  other  resources. 
Another  concern  is  the  potential  for  diseases  being 
transferred  to  bighorn  sheep  from  domestic  sheep. 
The  need  to  protect  both  the  high  quality  and 
diversity  of  scenic,  recreation,  and  other  natural 
values,  while  reducing  effects  of  recreation  use  would 
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be  recognized  as  important  during  the  formulation  of 
management  decisions  affecting  the  area. 

The  unit  would  be  managed  as  the  Powderhorn 
Primitive  Area  SRMA.  The  Primitive  Area  would  be 
expanded  to  include  the  remainder  of  public  lands  in 
the  unit. 

A  Recreation  Area  Management  Plan  (RAMP)  would 
be  prepared  emphasizing  the  enhancement  of  natural 
values  and  primitive  recreation  opportunities.  Public 
lands  would  be  managed  for  Primitive  and  Semi- 
Primitive  Non-Motorized  ROS  settings. 

Measures  to  prevent  soil  erosion  and  water  quality 
deterioration  processes  would  be  allowed  to  occur 
and  surface-disturbing  activities  would  be  minimized. 
Commercial  recreation  use  would  be  permitted  and 
use  levels  established,  if  necessary,  to  maintain 
natural  values  in  the  unit;  and  commercial  permits 
would  contain  stipulations  and  mitigation  for 
vegetation  and  surface  disturbance.  A  permit  system 
and  recreation  use  levels  for  private,  non-commercial 
recreation  use  would  be  established  and  implemented 
in  the  unit  if  adverse  environmental  impacts  result 
from  recreation  activities.  Maps  and  interpretive 
brochures  would  be  distributed  to  help  inform  users 
of  low-impact  camping  skills.  Trail  access  in  the  unit 
from  the  Devil's  Creek  area  would  be  located  and 
constructed.  Trails  and  other  facilities  would  be 
maintained  periodically. 

Public  Lands  in  the  unit  would  be  closed  to  motorized 
vehicular  traffic,  unless  otherwise  authorized,  to 
protect  and  maintain  primitive  recreation 
opportunities.  The  unit  would  also  be  closed  to 
mountain  bikes. 

The  entire  federal  mineral  estate  in  the  unit,  46,007 
acres,  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and 
location  under  the  general  mining  laws.  This 
includes  approximately  2,310  acres  of  federal  mineral 
estate  not  now  withdrawn.  The  federal  oil  and  gas 
estate  in  the  unit  would  be  closed  to  future  leasing  in 
order  to  protect  recreation  and  natural  values. 
Disposal  of  mineral  materials  would  not  be  authorized 
on  federal  mineral  estate  in  the  unit. 


Wildlife  Habitat  Management.  Fishery  or  other 
wildlife  improvement  projects  or  project  maintenance, 
would  be  permitted  only  if  compatible  with  the 
objectives  of  this  unit.  If  the  lands  in  the  unit  are 
acted  upon  by  Congress  for  wilderness  designation, 
and  are  not  designated,  lands  in  the  unit  would  be 
evaluated  and  considered  for  moose  introductions, 
which  could  be  authorized  by  the  District  Manager 
following  environmental  analysis.  The  BLM's 
Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands 
under  Wilderness  Review  and  a  national-level 
agreement  involving  BLM  prevents  the  introduction 
of  moose  or  other  non-indigenous  species  into  public 
lands  in  Wilderness  Study  Areas  or  Wilderness  areas. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management.  Domestic  sheep 
grazing  in  grazing  allotment  6112  would  not  be 
authorized  in  the  unit  in  order  to  help  prevent  the 
potential  for  diseases  being  transferred  to  bighorn 
sheep  from  domestic  sheep.  Cattle  grazing  would  be 
authorized  and  administered  in  the  unit  such  that 
recommended  ROS  settings  would  be  maintained. 
Vegetation  treatments  or  improvements  and  treatment 
maintenance  would  be  authorized  if  compatible  with 
the  objectives  of  this  unit.  Livestock  grazing  along 
2.2  miles  of  Fourth  of  July  Creek,  10.2  miles  of  the 
East  Fork  of  Powderhorn  Creek,  8.3  miles  of  the 
Middle  Fork  of  Powderhorn  Creek,  and  8.7  miles  of 
the  West  Fork  of  Powderhorn  Creek  would  be 
managed  to  maintain  a  4-inch  minimum  stubble 
height  for  key  forage  species,  during  the  grazing 
period  of  use,  in  these  riparian  zones  containing 
important  fisheries.  The  stubble  height  requirement 
would  be  implemented  according  to  the  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  section  of  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT.  This  action  is  recommended  in 
order  to  improve  and  maintain  stream  and  streamside 
conditions,  including  soils  and  vegetation. 

Forest  Management.  The  unit  would  be  closed  to 
the  sale  or  harvest  of  forest  products  in  order  to 
maintain  scenic  and  recreation  values. 

Visual  Resource  Management.  Public  lands  would 
be  managed  according  to  VRM  Class  I  objectives  in 
order   to   maintain   the   scenic   quality  of  the  unit. 
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Acquisition  of  Non-Federal  Lands.  If  available,  40 
acres  of  private  surface  estate  would  be  acquired. 
The  acquisition  of  state-owned  minerals  in  the  unit 
would  be  pursued. 

Rights-of-Way.  Public  lands  in  the  unit  would  be 
classified  an  exclusion  area  for  future  rights-of-way. 

Fire  Management.  Public  lands  in  the  unit  would  be 
managed  under  the  conditional  suppression  category. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications.  Public  surface 
estate  in  the  unit,  approximately  47,762  acres,  would 
be  withdrawn  from  all  forms  of  appropriation  under 
the  general  land  laws  in  order  to  retain  the  lands  in 
public  ownership.  Bureau  protective  withdrawal  C- 
17286  would  be  continued  and  expanded  to  include 
these  lands,  and  also  approximately  46,007  acres  of 
subsurface  federal  mineral  estate  in  the  unit.  This 
would  include  approximately  4,065  surface  acres  and 
about  2,310  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate  not  now 
withdrawn. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  3  (Cochetopa  Canyon 
SRMA) 

Land  Ownership;  2,710  acres  of  Public  Surface;  less 
than  1  %  of  the  Planning  Area. 

This  unit  consists  of  lands  managed  for  day-use  and 
overnight  recreation  along  Cochetopa  Creek. 

Most  of  the  public  lands  in  this  management  unit  are 
currently  managed  as  the  Cochetopa  Special 
Recreation  Management  Area  (SRMA).  Resources 
and  land  uses  are  managed  according  to  an  existing 
activity  plan  for  the  unit.  Colorado  State  Highway 
114  traverses  the  unit,  which  is  characterized  by  a 
steep,  scenic  canyon  that  restricts  recreation  use  to 
the  narrow  riparian  corridor  along  Cochetopa  Creek. 
Day -use  recreation  such  as  sight-seeing,  fishing,  and 
picnicking,  and  overnight  camping  occur  within  the 
unit.  Features  within  the  unit  include  high-quality 
scenic  resources,  three  semi -developed,  and  three 
undeveloped  recreation  sites.  An  elk  calving  area, 
Cochetopa  Creek —an  important  fishery— and  crucial 
big  game  winter  range  and  bighorn  sheep  habitat 
occur   within  the  unit.     Concerns    within   the   unit 


include  a  lack  of  recreation  signing,  general 
vandalism,  and  adverse  impacts  from  recreation  use 
to  soils,  vegetation  and  water  quality,  and 
deteriorating  recreation  facility  conditions. 

The  unit  would  continue  to  be  managed  according  to 
the  existing  RAMP.  The  RAMP  would  be  updated 
to  include  this  expanded  SRMA  and  prescription. 
The  management  objectives  for  the  unit  would  be  to 
continue  to  provide  and  improve  the  existing  diversity 
of  recreation  opportunities,  with  fishing  and  overnight 
camping  adjacent  to  Highway  1 14  being  emphasized. 
Recreation  facilities  at  three  semi-developed  and  three 
undeveloped  recreation  areas  would  be  constructed 
and  maintained  to  provide  approximately  32  family 
campsites,  6  toilets,  twenty  parking  spaces,  and 
informational  signing.  Existing  recreation  facilities 
in  the  unit  would  be  maintained.  Periodic  patrols 
would  be  conducted.  Recreation  use  would  be 
monitored  and  possibly  restricted  as  necessary  to 
protect  natural  features  and  recreation  opportunities. 
Informational  and  interpretive  signs  would  be 
installed.  Public  lands  would  be  managed  for  a 
Roaded  Natural  ROS  setting. 

The  federal  mineral  estate  within  the  unit,  2,592 
acres,  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and 
location  under  the  general  mining  laws  in  order  to 
provide  protection  for  visual  and  recreation 
resources.  This  area  has  a  low  to  moderate  potential 
for  the  occurrence  of  mineral  resources. 

The  entire  Federal  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  estate  in 
the  unit,  2,592  acres  under  federal  surface,  would 
remain  open  to  leasing  with  a  no-surface  occupancy 
stipulation  in  order  to  protect  scenic  and  recreation 
resources  in  the  narrow  canyon  in  this  unit. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management.  Disposal  of  mineral 
materials  on  1,317  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate  in 
the  unit  within  elk-calving  areas  would  not  be 
authorized  in  order  to  prevent  disturbance  to  calving 
elk  from  April  16  through  June  30.  Mineral  material 
disposal  would  not  be  permitted  on  2,302  acres  of 
federal  mineral  estate  from  December  1  through 
April  30  within  big  game  crucial  winter  range  in 
order  to  prevent  disturbance  to  wintering  deer  and 
elk. 
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Livestock  Grazing  Management.  Livestock  grazing 
and  watering  would  not  be  permitted  in  the  riparian 
area  along  Cochetopa  Creek  in  order  to  maintain  or 
improve  riparian  and/or  fishery  conditions.  Domestic 
sheep  grazing  would  not  be  authorized  throughout  the 
unit  to  prevent  disease  transfer  to  domestic  sheep. 

Visual  Resource  Management.  The  unit  would  be 
managed  according  to  VRM  Class  II  (2,220  acres) 
and  VRM  Class  IV  (487  acres)  objectives. 

Rights-of-Way.  Public  land  in  the  unit  would  be 
classified  an  exclusion  area  for  above-ground  utility 
rights-of-way.  Underground  utility  rights-of-way  and 
development  would  be  limited  to  disturbed  areas 
associated  with  existing  roads. 

Fire  Management.  Wildfires  would  be  managed 
under  the  full  suppression  category. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications.  Public  surface 
estate  in  the  unit,  approximately  2,710  acres,  would 
be  recommended  to  be  withdrawn  from  all  forms  of 
appropriation  under  the  general  land  laws  in  order  to 
retain  scenic,  riparian,  and  recreation  values.  This 
withdrawal  would  not  affect  the  application  of  the 
public  land  laws  governing  the  use  of  lands  under 
discretionary  leases,  licenses  or  permits.  The  federal 
mineral  estate  within  the  unit,  2,592  acres,  would  be 
recommended  to  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry 
and  location  under  the  general  mining  laws  in  order 
to  provide  protection  for  visual  and  recreation 
resources.  This  area  has  a  low  to  moderate  potential 
for  the  occurrence  of  mineral  resources. 

Water  Power  and  Storage  Reservoir  Sites.  The 
unit  would  be  recommended  to  be  closed  to  the 
development  of  potential  water  power  and  storage 
reservoir  sites. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  4  (American  Basin  ACEC) 

Land  Ownership:  1,597  acres  of  Public  Surface;  less 
than  1  %  of  the  Planning  Area 

This  management  unit  is  located  south  and  west  of 
Lake  City  between  the  Continental  Divide  and 
Handles  Peak,  and  is  one  of  the  most  scenic  basins  in 
the  San  Juan  Mountains  because  of  its  midsummer 


wildflowers  and  the  high-quality  visual  resources. 
Sloan  Lake  and  approximately  two  and  one-half  miles 
of  the  headwaters  of  Segment  A  of  the  Lake  Fork  of 
the  Gunnison  River,  a  study  segment  eligible  for 
inclusion  into  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System,  are  located  within  the  unit.  The  unit  is  also 
managed  as  part  of  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA. 
Concerns  within  the  unit  are  conflicts  regarding 
recreation  users  and  domestic  sheep  grazing  and  the 
potential  for  mining  to  occur  (there  is  a  high  to 
moderate  likelihood  for  the  occurrence  of  locatable 
minerals  on  public  lands  in  the  unit). 

The  unit  would  be  designated  and  managed  as  the 
American  Basin  Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACEC)  within  the  SRMA.  The  unit  would 
be  managed  to  protect  and  enhance  visual  and  other 
natural  resources  and  existing  related  recreation 
opportunities.  Activities  resulting  in  surface 
disturbances  or  visual  impacts  would  not  be  permitted 
in  order  to  prevent  deterioration  of  scenic  values. 
Specific  and  detailed  management  for  this  ACEC 
would  be  included  as  part  of  the  CRMAP  to  be 
prepared  for  unit  1. 

The  entire  federal  mineral  estate  within  the  unit, 
totalling  about  1 ,590  acres,  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  location  under  the  general  mining 
laws  in  order  to  protect  recreation  and  visual 
resources  in  the  unit  from  disturbance  from  possible 
mineral  development. 

The  entire  federal  oil  and  gas  estate  within  the  unit, 
totalling  1,590  acres,  would  be  open  to  future 
mineral  leasing  with  a  no  surface  occupancy 
stipulation  in  order  to  protect  visual  and  recreation 
resources  from  deterioration  as  a  result  of  possible  oil 
and  gas  exploration  or  development.  Disposal  of 
mineral  materials  on  federal  mineral  estate  would  not 
be  permitted  within  the  unit  for  the  same  reasons. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management.  Domestic 
livestock  grazing  would  be  administered  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  avoid  conflicts  between  recreation 
visitors     and      grazing      livestock.  Livestock 

management  objectives  would  be  to  maintain 
recreation  and  scenic  values,  especially  during  the 
wildflower  display  and  peak  visitation  periods. 
Specific  livestock  grazing  management  for  the  unit 


4-25 


CHAPTER  FOUR 


would  be  incorporated  into  the  overall  activity  plan 
for  Management  Unit  1 ,  and  could  include  season  of 
use  changes,  restrictions  in  areas  that  could  be 
grazed,  or  possibly  elimination  of  grazing  in  some 
areas. 

Recreation  Management.  Motorized  vehicular 
travel  would  be  limited  to  designated  routes  within 
the  unit  in  order  to  prevent  destruction  to  wildflower 
concentrations  and  visual  resources  in  general. 
Public  lands  would  continue  to  be  managed  for  Semi- 
Primitive  Motorized  and  Semi-Primitive  Non- 
Motorized  ROS  settings,  according  to  the  RAMP  for 
the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA.  The  hiking  trail  to 
Handies  Peak  would  be  maintained.  Interpretive 
signing  would  be  installed  at  appropriate  locations  in 
American  Basin  and,  in  addition  to  other 
interpretation,  would  explain  livestock  management 
objectives  in  the  unit. 

Wild  and  Scenic  River  Study  Segment.    The  2.5 

mile-long  Segment  A  of  the  Lake  Fork  of  the 
Gunnison  River,  a  segment  BLM  found  eligible,  but 
not  suitable,  for  inclusion  into  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System,  would  be  managed  according 
to  this  prescription  and  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  for  the  PRMP.  See  Appendix  I  for 
eligibility  and  suitability  determinations,  and  for  maps 
of  boundaries  of  the  segments. 

Visual  Resources.  Public  lands  would  be  managed 
according  to  VRM  Class  I  objectives  in  order  to 
maintain  the  natural  setting  in  the  unit.  Existing 
visual  intrusions  would  be  rehabilitated  to  the  extent 
possible. 

Transportation  and  Access.  One  of  two  parallel 
roads  that  resulted  from  a  detour  would  be  closed  and 
rehabilitated;  the  best  located  road  would  be  retained 
for  recreation  access  and  would  be  maintained 
periodically  to  prevent  resource  impacts. 

Acquisition  of  Non-Federal  Lands.  If  available, 
approximately  40  acres  of  non-federal  lands  would  be 
acquired  in  the  unit  in  order  to  enhance  and  facilitate 
the  management  of  visual  and  recreation  resources. 

Rights-of-Way.  Public  lands  in  the  unit  would  be 
classified  as  an  exclusion  area  for  rights-of-way. 


Fire  Management.  Wildfires  in  the  unit  would  be 
managed  under  the  conditional  suppression  category. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications.  The  entire  federal 
mineral  estate  in  the  unit,  1,590  acres,  including 
within  the  existing  BLM  protective  withdrawal 
C-0 125423  along  the  backcountry  byway  (about  2 
acres),  would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and 
location  to  protect  recreation  and  scenic  resources. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  5  (Redcloud  Peak  ACEC) 

Land  Ownership:  5,960  acres  of  Public  Surface;  1  % 
of  the  Planning  Area 

This  unit  is  located  southwest  of  Lake  City  within  the 
boundary  of  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA.  The  unit 
contains  one  of  two  known  viable  breeding 
populations  of  the  Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly, 
an  endangered  species.  A  research  effort  by  a 
national  university  is  on-going  regarding  the 
butterfly.  The  14,000  foot-plus  Redcloud  Peak  is 
within  this  unit  characterized  by  fragile  high-country 
tundra.  Other  features  within  the  unit  are  highly 
scenic  visual  resources  and  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 
Domestic  sheep  grazing  is  authorized  within  a  part  of 
the  unit.  The  unit  has  a  moderate  to  high  potential 
for  the  occurrence  of  locatable  materials.  Concerns 
within  the  unit  include  fragile  tundra  that  receives 
heavy  recreation  use  and  trampling  of  habitat  of  the 
Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly  by  domestic  sheep. 

The  unit  would  be  designated  and  managed  as  the 
Redcloud  Peak  Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACEC).  Protection  and  enhancement  of 
habitat  of  the  Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly  and  the 
species  in  the  unit  would  be  emphasized.  Specific 
management  of  resources  in  the  ACEC  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  CRMAP  to  be  prepared  for  the 
Alpine  Triangle  SRMA. 

On-going  efforts  in  research,  monitoring,  and 
inventory  would  continue  and  be  expanded  as  needed. 
Surface  disturbing  activities  would  be  restricted  to 
protect  the  endangered  species  and  existing  and 
potential  habitat  of  the  species.  Research  or 
collecting  would  require  authorization  by  BLM  and 
the  USF&WS. 
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The  entire  federal  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  estate  in 
the  unit,  totalling  5,962  acres,  would  be  open  to 
leasing  with  a  controlled  surface  use  stipulation,  and 
mineral  material  disposal  would  not  be  permitted  in 
the  unit  in  order  to  protect  habitat  of  the 
Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly  and  the  species. 
Please  refer  to  Appendix  K  for  the  controlled  surface 
use  stipulation  requirements  within  this  unit. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management.  On  public  lands 
within  the  unit,  domestic  sheep  grazing  would  be 
controlled  to  prevent  destruction  of  Uncompahgre 
fritillary  butterfly  habitat. 

Recreation  Management.  Motorized  vehicular 
travel  would  be  limited  to  designated  routes,  unless 
otherwise  authorized,  in  order  to  protect  habitat  of 
the  Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly.  Public  lands 
would  continue  to  be  managed  for  Semi-Primitive 
Non-Motorized  and  Primitive  ROS  settings, 
according  to  the  Alpine  Triangle  RAMP. 

Visual  Resources.  Visual  resources  would  be 
managed  according  to  VRM  Class  II  objectives  in 
order  to  maintain  the  natural  setting  in  the  unit. 
Rights-of-Way.  Public  lands  in  the  unit  would  be 
classified  an  avoidance  area  for  rights-of-way. 
Fire  Management.  Wildfires  in  the  unit  would  be 
managed  under  the  conditional  suppression  category. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  6  (Slumgullion  Earthflow 
National  Natural  Landmark  ACEC) 

Land  Ownership:  1,405  acres  of  Public  Surface;  less 
than  1  %  of  the  Planning  Area 

This  unit  is  located  approximately  2  miles  southeast 
of  Lake  City  and  contains  part  of  the  Slumgullion 
Earthflow  National  Natural  Landmark,  a  mass 
wasting  phenomenon.  A  Recreation  and  Public 
Purposes  (R&PP)  classification  (C-0 126201)  applies 
to  part  of  the  public  lands  in  the  unit. 

The  unit  is  located  within  the  Alpine  Triangle  Special 
Recreation  Management  Area  (SRMA).  The 
Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  has  designated  most 
of  the  public  lands  in  the  unit  as  a  Colorado  Special 


Interest  Area.  The  unit  contains  approximately  270 
acres  of  crucial  elk  and  deer  winter  range. 

The  unit  would  be  designated  and  managed  as  the 
Slumgullion  Earthflow  National  Natural  Landmark 
Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC). 
Surface  disturbance  within  the  unit  would  not  be 
permitted  in  order  to  enhance  and  protect  the  natural 
values  within  the  earthflow,  including  visual 
resources.  Specific  management  for  resources  in  the 
ACEC,  including  interpretation  of  the  earthflow  and 
other  natural  values  in  the  unit  would  be  included  in 
the  CRMAP  to  be  prepared  for  the  Alpine  Triangle 
SRMA. 

The  entire  federal  mineral  estate  within  the  unit 
totalling  1,442  acres,  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  location  under  the  general  mining 
laws  in  order  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  earthflow 
from  mineral  development.  The  area  has  a  high  to 
moderate  potential  for  the  occurrence  of  locatable 
mineral  resources. 

The  entire  federal,  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  mineral 
estate  within  the  unit,  1,397  acres  under  federal 
surface  and  45  acres  of  split  estate,  would  be  open  to 
leasing  with  a  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation  in 
order  to  protect  values  associated  with  the  earthflow. 
Disposal  of  mineral  material  on  1,397  acres  of 
federal  mineral  estate  in  the  unit  would  not  be 
permitted  within  the  unit  for  the  same  reason. 

Forest  Management.  Timber  harvesting  would  not 
be  permitted  in  the  unit. 

Recreation  Management.  Motorized  vehicular 
traffic  in  the  unit  would  be  limited  to  designated 
routes  in  order  to  prevent  surface  disturbance  within 
the  slide  area. 

Visual  Resource  Management.  The  unit  would  be 
managed  according  to  VRM  class  II  objectives. 

Rights-of-Way.  Utility  rights-of-way  would  not  be 
allowed  in  the  unit  except  for  buried  utilities  along  an 
eight-acre  corridor  where  Highway  149  crosses  the 
unit. 
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Fire  Management.  Wildfires  on  about  1,060  acres 
of  public  lands  would  be  managed  according  to  a 
conditional  suppression  policy  and  about  347  acres 
would  be  managed  according  to  a  full  suppression 
policy. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications.  The  entire  federal 
mineral  estate  in  the  unit  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  location  in  order  to  protect  the 
earthflow  from  disturbances  related  to  future 
locatable  mineral  activities.  The  R&PP  classification 
C-0 126201  would  be  recommended  for  termination  or 
revocation  upon  implementation  of  the  withdrawal 
recommendation . 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  7  (West  Antelope  Creek 
ACEC) 

Land  Ownership:  28,275  acres  of  Public  Surface;  5  % 
of  the  Planning  Area. 

This  management  unit  is  generally  bounded  on  the 
south  and  west  by  the  Curecanti  National  Recreation 
Area,  on  the  north  by  the  Gunnison  National  Forest, 
and  on  the  east  by  West  Antelope  Creek.  The  unit 
contains  big  game  crucial  winter  range,  the  greatest 
concentration  of  wintering  elk  and  deer  in  the 
planning  area,  bald  eagle  habitat,  the  Dillon  Mesa 
bighorn  sheep  herd,  and  the  Colorado  Division  of 
Wildlife  Sapinero  State  Wildlife  Area  (the  first  tract 
of  land  purchased  under  the  Pittman-Robertson  Act  in 
Colorado).  Much  of  the  elk  and  deer  crucial  winter 
range  in  the  unit  is  characterized  by  fairly  gentle 
terrain  (sparsely  vegetated,  and  dissected  by  narrow, 
shallow  drainages)  that  results  in  long  sight  distances 
and  few  sound  barriers  that  could  serve  as  buffers. 
The  unit  receives  extensive  recreational  hunting  use, 
and  contains  crucial  big  game  winter  range  important 
in  maintaining  huntable  populations  in  the  planning 
area  on  26,157  acres  of  public  lands.  An  elk-calving 
area  occurs  in  the  unit.  The  unit  contains  lands 
critical  to  early  spring  and  summer  livestock  grazing. 
A  1 15  kv  electrical  transmission  line  is  located  in  the 
southern  part  of  the  unit. 

A  major  concern  within  the  unit  is  that  CDOW 
long-range  elk  and  deer  herd  goals  have  reached  or 
are  beyond  the  carrying  capacity  in  uplands  and 
riparian  areas,  and  attaining  lower  numbers  in  the 


next  five  years  would  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
habitat.  Improper  livestock  grazing  along  North 
Willow  Creek  is  a  concern  within  that  riparian 
area, along  with  the  lack  of  administrative  access  into 
that  watershed.  Other  concerns  regarding  elk  and 
deer  and  their  habitat  are  private  land  development 
within  crucial  winter  ranges,  the  extent  and 
distribution  of  palatable  shrub  browse  species, 
vegetative/land  treatments  that  remove  winter  browse, 
and  disturbances  and  human  activity  during  critical 
periods  within  crucial  winter  ranges.  Another 
concern  is  that  the  bighorn  sheep  herd  appears  to  be 
static  and  below  herd  goal  numbers. 

The  unit  would  be  designated  and  managed  as  the 
West  Antelope  Creek  Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACEC).  A  CRMAP  would  be  prepared, 
and  would  include  management  actions  within  the 
recommended  Dillon  Pinnacles  ACEC,  unit  9.  The 
area  would  be  managed  to  improve  the  capabilities  of 
the  resources  in  the  unit  to  support  wintering  elk, 
deer,  and  bighorn  sheep.  All  other  land  uses,  except 
as  specified  below,  would  be  permitted  if  they  would 
not  degrade  the  quality  of  the  winter  range  in  the 
unit.  Surface-disturbing  activities  on  public  lands 
would  not  be  permitted  from  December  1  through 
April  30  on  crucial  elk  and  deer  winter  range. 
Within  the  first  five  years  following  designation, 
recommendations  would  be  made  to  CDOW  to 
manage  total  numbers  of  elk  and  deer  on  crucial 
winter  range  so  as  to  improve  the  production  and 
vigor  of  important  browse  species  and  to  increase  the 
winter  range  carrying  capacity.  Refer  to  Table  A-4 
in  Appendix  A  for  these  interim  herd  goal  numbers 
that  would  be  recommended  for  BLM-managed  lands. 
The  habitat  thereafter  on  BLM-administered  lands 
would  be  managed  to  achieve  CDOW's  long-range 
herd  goals,  within  carrying  capacities  of  the  habitat. 

Federal  oil  and  gas  estate  totalling  126  acres  under 
federal  surface  within  1/4  mile  radius  of  sage  grouse 
lek  sites  would  be  open  to  leasing  with  a  no  surface 
occupancy  stipulation  to  prevent  disturbance  to  lek 
sites  and  strutting  sage  grouse.  The  BLM  would,  if 
necessary,  through  negotiations  with  operators  or 
lessees,  seek  to  obtain  rescheduling  of  oil  and  gas 
related  activities  within  federal  oil  and  gas  estate 
(26,112  acres  under  federal  surface  and  8,365  acres 
of  split  estate)  on  crucial  big  game  winter  range  from 
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December  1  through  April  30  to  prevent  disturbances 
to  wintering  elk  and  deer,  and  to  help  maintain  herd 
viability  in  this  ACEC.  This  rescheduling  could  be 
in  addition  to  the  60-day  delay  authorized  in  standard 
oil  and  gas  lease  terms.  Federal  oil  and  gas  estate 
(17  acres  under  federal  surface  and  137  acres  of  split 
estate)  within  elk  calving  areas  would  be  open  to 
leasing  with  a  timing  limitation  being  in  effect  from 
April  16  through  June  30  to  prevent  disturbance  to 
calving  elk.  Variances  to  these  stipulations  may  be 
granted  (see  Appendix  K). 

Disposal  of  mineral  materials  would  not  be  authorized 
on  26,112  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate  from 
December  1  through  April  30  on  crucial  big  game 
winter  range  to  prevent  disturbance  to  wintering  deer 
and  elk.  Disposal  would  not  be  permitted  on  17 
acres  of  federal  mineral  estate  from  April  16  through 
June  30  within  elk-calving  areas  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  calving  elk.  Disposal  would  not  be 
authorized  on  126  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate 
within  1/4  mile  of  sage  grouse  lek  sites  from  April  1 
through  May  31  to  prevent  disturbance  to  strutting 
sage  grouse. 

Soils  and  Water.  Non-conflicting  soil  and  watershed 
improvement  projects,  such  as  check  dams,  would  be 
permitted. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management.  In  order  to  permit 
riparian  conditions  to  improve,  livestock  grazing 
would  not  be  authorized  on  public  lands  along  North 
Willow  Creek  in  the  Stevens  Creek  Common 
Allotment,  No.  6202,  until  the  riparian  area  has 
recovered  suffucuently  to  permit  livestock  use. 
Grazing  systems  approved  for  this  section  of  North 
Willow  Creek  would  include  measures  to  facilitate 
the  continued  improvement  of  riparian  conditions  and 
resources. 

Livestock  grazing  would  not  be  authorized  within 
Allotment  6200  in  this  unit  in  order  to  remedy 
conflicts  involving  wildlife  habitat.  Non-conflicting 
and  compatible  livestock  management  objectives, 
projects,  and  mitigating  measures  would  be 
incorporated  into  new  activity  plans,  such  as  AMPs, 
HMPs  or  CRMAPs,  before  being  implemented. 


Forest      Management.  Commercial     logging 

operations  would  be  designed  to  enhance  crucial  big 
game  winter  range,  and  vegetation  in  general. 

Recreation  Management.  Approximately  600  acres 
of  public  land  within  or  adjacent  to  the  Sapinero  State 
Wildlife  Area  would  be  closed  to  motorized  vehicular 
use  in  order  to  be  compatible  with  CDOW 
management  on  adjacent  state-owned  lands. 
Motorized  vehicular  use  on  the  remaining  27,615 
acres  of  public  lands  in  the  unit  would  be  limited  to 
designated  routes,  if  necessary,  from  December  1 
through  April  30,  to  prevent  disturbance  to  wintering 
elk  and  deer  in  the  event  of  excessive  snow  depths  or 
big  game  herd  concentrations. 

Visual  Resource  Management.  The  unit  would  be 
managed  according  to  VRM  Class  II  (7,551  acres), 
VRM  Class  III  (9,887  acres),  and  VRM  Class  IV 
(10,777  acres)  objectives. 

Rights-of-Way.  Rights-of-way  related  construction 
activities  would  not  be  permitted  on  crucial  big  game 
winter  range  from  December  1  through  April  30  to 
prevent  disturbance  to  wintering  elk  and  deer. 

Fire  Management.  Wildfires  on  about  20,365  acres 
of  public  lands  would  be  managed  according  to  a 
conditional  suppression  policy  and  about  7,850  acres 
would  be  managed  according  to  a  full  suppression 
policy. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications.  The  40-acre 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  withdrawal  and  the  40-acre 
FERC  withdrawal  (BLM  Order  12-15-58)  would  be 
continued  in  the  unit  until  the  boundary  for  the 
Curecanti  NRA  is  finalized.  These  withdrawals 
would  be  reviewed  periodically. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  8  (South  Beaver  Creek 
ACEC) 

Land  ownership:  4,570  acres  of  Public  Surface;  Less 
than  1  %  of  the  Planning  Area 

This  unit  is  located  between  the  Gold  Basin  Creek 
Road  (Gunnison  County  Road  38)  and  South  Beaver 
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Creek  immediately  southwest  of  Gunnison.  The  unit 
is  characterized  by  sagebrush-covered  rolling  hills 
with  many  intermittent  drainages  and  benches.  A  230 
kv  electrical  transmission  line  crosses  the  southern 
end  of  the  unit.  Several  roads  are  located  within  the 
unit.  About  1,960  acres  of  crucial  big  game  winter 
range  occur  in  the  unit.  The  public  lands  in  the  north 
and  east  portions  of  the  unit  receive  heavy  OHV  use. 
The  unit  contains  scattered  populations  of  skiff 
milkvetch  (Astragalus  microcymbus),  a  USF&WS 
Category  2  and  Colorado  sensitive  plant  species.  The 
species  is  not  fully  protected  under  the  Threatened 
and  Endangered  Species  Act. 


Soils.  Non-conflicting  erosion  control  measures  that 
do  not  alter  existing  skiff  milkvetch  habitat  would  be 
permitted. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management.  Domestic  sheep 
grazing  would  not  be  authorized  in  the  unit  to  avoid 
possible  destruction  of  skiff  milkvetch  populations 
and  related  habitat. 

Recreation  Management.  To  prevent  accidental 
destruction  of  skiff  milkvetch  populations,  and 
existing  habitat,  motorized  vehicular  traffic  in  the  unit 
would  be  limited  to  designated  routes. 


The  unit  would  be  designated  and  managed  as  the 
South  Beaver  Creek  Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACEC).  The  unit  would  be  managed  to 
protect  and  enhance  existing  populations  and  habitat 
of  skiff  milkvetch.  Plant  monitoring  studies  would  be 
designed  and  conducted  cooperatively  with  the 
Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  and  The  Nature 
Conservatory  to  determine  population  trends;  actions 
designed  to  improve  habitat  conditions  would  be 
initiated.  Surface  disturbing  activities  would  be 
restricted  to  protect  the  species  and  potential  habitat. 
An  ACEC  management  plan  would  be  prepared.  No 
chemical  spraying  would  occur  on  public  lands  within 
the  unit.  Any  research  activities  would  require 
approval  by  the  BLM. 

To  protect  skiff  milkvetch  populations  and  habitat,  no 
large  land  or  vegetative  treatments,  or  treatment 
maintenance  would  be  conducted  in  the  unit. 

No  additional  forage  allocations  would  be  made  for 
either  wildlife  habitat  or  livestock  grazing 
management. 

The  entire  Federal  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  estate  in 
the  unit,  4,540  acres,  would  be  open  to  leasing  with 
a  controlled  surface  use  stipulation  in  order  to  protect 
populations  of  skiff  milkvetch.  Please  refer  to 
Appendix  K  for  the  controlled  surface  use  stipulation 
requirements  for  this  unit.  Disposal  of  mineral 
materials  on  4,540  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate 
within  the  unit  would  not  be  authorized  for  the  same 
reason. 


Visual  Resources.  The  unit  would  be  managed 
according  to  VRM  Class  III  (2,800  acres)  and  VRM 
Class  IV  (1,765  acres)  objectives. 

Disposal  of  Public  Lands.  Public  lands  in  the  unit 
containing  colonies  of  skiff  milkvetch  would  not  be 
available  for  disposal  until  future  inventories  show 
that  sufficient  colonies  occur  throughout  the  Planning 
Area  such  that  disposal  would  not  jeopardize  the 
overall  population. 

Acquisition  of  Non-Federal  Lands.  If  available, 
non-federal  lands  containing  colonies  of  skiff 
milkvetch  would  be  acquired  if  necessary  for  the 
enhancement,  management,  protection  of  the  species, 
and  to  increase  the  number  of  colonies  on  public 
lands. 

Rights-of-Way.  Rights-of-way  developments  would 
be  permitted  throughout  the  unit,  provided  surface 
disturbance  does  not  impair  or  degrade  colonies  of 
skiff  milkvetch.  An  on-the-ground  inventory  and 
appropriate  mitigation  would  be  required  on  all 
rights-of-way  involving  surface  disturbing  activities. 
Fire  Management.  Wildfires  in  the  unit  would  be 
managed  under  the  conditional  suppression  category. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  9  (Dillon  Pinnacles  ACEC) 

Land  Ownership:  535  acres  of  Public  Surface;  less 
than  1  %  of  the  Planning  Area. 
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This  unit  is  located  near  the  edge  of  the  planning  area 
boundary  on  the  north  side  of  U.S.  Highway  50  and 
the  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir,  and  is  adjacent  to  unit  5, 
West  Antelope  ACEC.  The  specific  management  for 
this  unit  would  be  included  in  the  ACEC  management 
plan  for  unit  7.  The  public  lands  are  classified  as 
crucial  big  game  winter  range.  The  unit  contains 
portions  of  the  steep,  highly  dissected  cliffs  (spires) 
that  form  a  highly  visible  and  scenic  backdrop  for 
Blue  Mesa  Reservoir.  The  National  Park  Service 
maintains  a  heavily  used  hiking  trail  to  these  spires. 
A  concern  within  the  unit  is  that  private  development 
could  occur  on  approximately  270  acres  of 
non-federal  land. 

The  unit  would  be  designated  and  managed  as  the 
Dillon  Pinnacles  Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACEC).  Appropriate  management  actions 
and  recommendations  from  this  prescription  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  management  plan  for  the  West 
Antelope  Creek  ACEC.  The  unit  would  be  managed 
to  protect  scenic  and  recreational  opportunities. 
Surface  disturbing  activities  would  not  be  permitted. 

All  the  federal  mineral  estate  in  the  unit,  552  acres, 
would  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location 
under  the  general  mining  laws  in  order  to  preclude 
potential  mineral  development  and  deterioration  of 
scenic  values. 

The  entire  federal  oil  and  gas  estate  in  the  unit, 
totalling  530  acres  under  federal  surface  and  22  acres 
of  split  estate,  would  be  open  to  future  mineral 
leasing  with  a  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation  in 
order  to  prevent  potential  deterioration  of  scenic, 
recreation,  and  other  natural  values.  Disposal  of 
mineral  materials  on  530  acres  of  the  federal  mineral 
estate  in  the  unit  would  not  be  permitted  for  the  same 
reason. 


Acquisition  of  Non-Federal  Lands.  If  available, 
approximately  270  acres  of  non-federal  lands  would 
be  acquired  in  order  to  enhance  and  facilitate 
management  of  visual,  recreation,  and  other  natural 
values,  and  to  prevent  deterioration  of  visual 
resources  from  potential  private  development. 

Rights-of-Way.  Public  lands  in  the  unit  would  be 
classified  an  exclusion  area  for  rights-of-way. 

Fire  Management.  Wildfires  in  the  unit  would  be 
managed  under  the  full  suppression  category. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications.  All  the  federal 
mineral  estate  in  the  unit,  552  acres,  would  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location  under  the 
general  mining  laws  in  order  to  preclude  potential 
mineral  development  and  deterioration  of  scenic 
values. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  10 

Land  Ownership:  15,112  acres  of  Public  Surface; 
3  %  of  the  Planning  Area 

This  unit  consists  of  lands  containing  yearlong 
bighorn  sheep  and  other  wildlife  habitat. 

This  unit  consists  of  areas  along  Cebolla  and 
Cochetopa  Creek  that  are  important  for  the  viability 
of  bighorn  sheep  in  the  Planning  Area.  The  CDOW 
has  frequently  trapped  bighorn  sheep  in  this  unit  for 
reintroduction  and  transplants  into  other  areas.  The 
unit  is  grazed  by  cattle,  and  domestic  sheep  grazing 
occurred  in  the  past.  Diseases  potentially  being 
transferred  from  domestic  sheep  to  bighorn  sheep, 
and  road  construction  and  encroachment  along  the 
east  side  of  the  Cebolla  Creek  area  are  concerns 
within  the  unit. 


Livestock  Grazing  Management.  Livestock  grazing 
would  not  be  authorized  within  the  unit  in  order  to 
maintain  a  natural  appearing  landscape. 

Recreation  Management.  The  unit  would  be  closed 
to  motorized  vehicular  travel  to  prevent  deterioration 
of  scenic  values. 

Visual  Resource  Management.  The  unit  would  be 
managed   according   to   VRM  Class   I   objectives. 


The  unit  would  be  managed  to  maintain  or  improve 
habitat  capable  of  supporting  a  self-sustaining 
population  of  bighorn  sheep,  with  herd  sizes  of  about 
100-150  animals  in  the  Cochetopa  Canyon  and  about 
150  animals  in  the  Cebolla  Creek  area.  An  HMP 
would  be  prepared.  Activities  that  would  result  in 
disturbance  to  lambing  bighorn  sheep  would  be 
restricted  from  April  15  through  June  15. 
Monitoring  would  be  conducted  to  determine  habitat 
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condition  and  trend,  and  forage  utilization,  including 
within  existing  treatment  areas.  Activities  and  land 
uses  that  would  result  in  the  deterioration  of,  or 
decrease  in,  bighorn  sheep  habitat  or  herd  numbers 
would  not  be  permitted.  Wildlife  treatments 
recommended  in  the  HMP  as  a  result  of  monitoring 
would  be  permitted. 

Federal  mineral  estate  totalling  269  acres  within  BLM 
protective  withdrawal  C-014711  along  parts  of 
Cebolla  Creek  would  continue  to  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  location  in  order  to  protect  riparian 
and  recreation  values  from  potential  mining 
disturbances. 

The  entire  federal  oil  and  gas  estate  in  the  unit, 
totalling  14,817  acres  under  federal  surface  and  590 
acres  of  split  estate,  would  be  open  to  leasing  with 
a  no-surface-occupancy  stipulation  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  bighorn  sheep  and  their  habitat. 
Disposal  of  mineral  material  on  14,817  acres  of 
federal  mineral  estate  would  not  be  permitted  from 
April  15  through  June  15  to  prevent  disturbance  to 
bighorn  sheep  habitat  and  lambing  bighorn  sheep. 
Disposal  of  mineral  materials  would  not  be  permitted 
on  1,245  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate  from  April 
15  through  June  30  within  elk-calving  areas  to 
prevent  disturbance  to,  and  on  225  acres  yearlong 
within  withdrawal  C-014711  to  protect  recreation  and 
riparian  values  along  parts  of  Cebolla  Creek  from 
potential  disturbances  associated  with  mineral 
material  disposal. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management.  Domestic  sheep 
grazing  would  not  be  authorized  in  the  unit  to  help 
prevent  disease  spreading  from  domestic  sheep  to 
bighorn  sheep.  Livestock  grazing  would  be  managed 
in  a  manner  compatible  with  the  objectives  of  this 
unit.  Range      improvements      or      treatments 

recommended  in  activity  plans,  such  as  AMPs  or 
CRMAPs,  as  a  result  of  monitoring  would  be 
permitted  if  compatible  with  maintaining  bighorn 
sheep  habitat. 

Visual  Resource  Management.  The  unit  would  be 
managed  according  to  VRM  Class  II  (7,367  acres), 
VRM  Class  III  (540  acres)  and  VRM  Class  IV  (7,205 
acres)  objectives. 


Transportation  and  Access.  Public  access  would  be 
acquired  along  Rock  Creek  for  recreation 
management. 

Rights-of-Way.  Public  lands  would  be  open  to  the 
location  of  rights-of-way  with  appropriate  mitigation 
to  insure  compatibility  with  the  management  of 
bighorn  sheep.  Rights-of-way  construction  or 
maintenance  that  would  result  in  disturbance  to 
lambing  bighorn  sheep  would  not  be  permitted  from 
April  15  through  June  15. 

Fire  Management.  Wildfires  on  about  8,687  acres 
of  public  lands  would  be  managed  according  to  a 
conditional  suppression  policy  and  about  6,425  acres 
would  be  managed  according  to  a  full  suppression 
policy. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications.  Federal  mineral 
estate  totalling  269  acres  within  BLM  protective 
withdrawal  C-014711  along  parts  of  Cebolla  Creek 
would  continue  to  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry 
and  location  in  order  to  protect  riparian  and 
recreation  values  from  potential  mining  disturbances. 

Water  Power  and  Storage  Reservoir  Sites.    The 

unit  would  be  recommended  to  be  closed  to  the 
development  of  waterpower  and  storage  reservoir 
sites. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  11 

Land  ownership:  57,525  acres  of  Public  Surface; 
10%  of  the  Planning  Area 

This  unit  consists  of  sage  grouse  high  production 
areas. 

This  management  unit  is  located  generally  on 
sagebrush-covered  rolling  terrain  in  the  eastern  part 
of  the  planning  area.  The  unit  contains  sage  grouse 
high  production  areas,  and  supports  part  of  the  third 
largest  sage  grouse  population  in  Colorado.  Most  of 
the  public  lands  in  the  unit  are  available  for  livestock 
grazing.  The  unit  surrounds  or  contains  riparian 
areas.  The  sagebrush  vegetative  communities  within 
this  unit  provide  important  sage  grouse  nesting 
habitat,    year-round  food  sources,    cover  for  young 
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birds  (brood  areas),  and  mating/strutting  habitat 
(leks).  The  unit  also  contains  29, 130  acres  of  crucial 
elk  and  deer  winter  range  and  28,147  acres  of 
yearlong  pronghorn  antelope  range.  Concerns  within 
the  unit  regarding  sage  grouse  habitat  include 
disturbances  to  nesting  or  strutting  sage  grouse,  poor 
quality  and  below-potential  sagebrush  nesting  habitat; 
large-scale  sagebrush  removal  treatments  within  or 
near  nesting  habitat  and  leks;  utilization  within  treated 
areas  that  has  resulted  in  sagebrush  re-invasion  and  a 
subsequent  lack  of  grasses  and  forbs  within  nesting 
and  lek  areas;  and  removal  of  sage  grouse  winter 
habitat  (tall,  dense  sagebrush  in  drainages  as  a  result 
of  vegetation  treatments). 

This  management  unit  would  be  managed  to  improve 
and  maintain  sagebrush  vegetative  communities  in 
order  to  optimize  sage  grouse  populations. 
Sagebrush  treatments  and  management  to  improve 
sage  grouse  habitat  would  be  incorporated  into  all 
activity  plans,  such  as  AMPs  or  CRMAPs,  and  their 
design,  implementation,  and  management  would 
incorporate  as  a  minimum  the  sage  grouse  habitat 
management  guidelines  in  Appendix  A.  Deviations 
from  these  guidelines  may  be  granted  by  the 
authorized  officer  if  it  can  be  demonstrated  that  short 
term  impacts  would  be  offset  by  long  term  benefits  to 
sage  grouse  and  their  habitat. 

Proposed  habitat  improvements  would  be 
implemented  and  managed  to  maintain  and  improve 
these  areas  crucial  to  sage  grouse  populations.  All 
leks  would  be  protected  from  destruction.  No  surface 
disturbance  would  be  permitted  within  1/4  mile  of  all 
lek  locations  from  April  1  through  May  3 1  (strutting 
season)  to  prevent  disturbance  to  sage  grouse  while 
mating.  Activities  occurring  on  crucial  elk  and  deer 
winter  range  in  the  unit  would  be  restricted  to  prevent 
disturbing  wintering  elk  and  deer  from  December  1 
through  April  30.  Compatible  sagebrush  treatments 
and  projects  would  be  permitted. 
Approximately  1,134  acres  of  federal  oil  and  gas 
estate  within  a  one-fourth  mile  radius  of  nine  sage 
grouse  leks  in  the  unit  would  be  open  to  leasing  with 
a  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  strutting  sage  grouse. 

Disposal  of  mineral  materials  would  not  be  permitted 
on    1,134   acres   of  federal    mineral   estate  within 


one-quarter  mile  of  all  leks  in  the  unit  from  April  1 
through  May  31,  and  within  28,267  acres  of  federal 
mineral  estate  on  crucial  big  game  winter  range  from 
December  1  through  April  30,  in  order  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  strutting  sage  grouse  and  wintering 
deer  and  elk,  respectively. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management.  Range  treatments, 
improvements,  and  projects  meeting  sage  grouse 
habitat  management  objectives  for  this  unit  would  be 
permitted.  New  or  additional  forage  made  available 
as  a  result  of  livestock  grazing  treatments/projects 
would  be  allocated  according  to  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  for  Livestock  Grazing 
Management. 

Visual  Resource  Management.  The  unit  would  be 
managed  according  to  VRM  Class  II  (1,080  acres), 
VRM  Class  III  (18,995  acres),  and  VRM  Class  IV 
(37,462  acres)  objectives. 

Fire  Management.  Wildfires  on  about  57, 170  acres 
of  public  lands  would  be  managed  according  to  a 
conditional  suppression  policy  and  about  367  acres 
would  be  managed  according  to  a  full  suppression 
policy. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications.  The  330  acre 
Department  of  Energy  (DOE)  withdrawal  for  a 
potential  mine  tailings  site  would  be  recommended  to 
be  continued.  When  DOE  actions  are  finalized,  some 
lands  may  be  transferred  to  that  agency.  Any  lands 
transferred  would  no  longer  be  withdrawn  or  subject 
to  BLM  management.  The  need  for  the  withdrawal 
would  be  reviewed  periodically. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  12 

Land  ownership:  91,547  acres  of  public  surface; 
16%  of  the  Planning  Area. 

This  unit  contains  elk  and  deer  crucial  winter  range. 

This  management  unit  is  located  generally  at  lower 
elevations  and  throughout  the  planning  area.  Public 
lands  totalling  approximately  76,192  acres  are  crucial 
elk  and  deer  winter  range.  Livestock  grazing  and 
other  land  uses  occur  on  most  of  the  public  lands  in 
the  unit.     The  unit  contains  lands  critical  to  early 
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spring  and  summer  livestock  grazing.  A  variety  of 
vegetation  types  occur  within  the  unit,  including  some 
riparian  zones.  The  unit  also  contains  lands  within 
the  Gunnison  ERMA;  elk  calving  areas  totalling  235 
acres;  and  sage  grouse  brood-rearing  areas. 

Concerns  within  the  unit  include  winter  range 
occurring  on  mixed  land  ownership;  large  numbers  of 
deer  congregating  along  U.S.  Highway  50;  heavy  to 
severe  utilization  of  mountain  mahogany  by  elk  and 
deer  and  the  lowering  plant  vigor  in  GMU  64 
northeast  of  Cimarron;  vegetative  treatments  that 
have  resulted  in  the  removal  of  browse  species;  and 
long-range  CDOW  herd  goals  possibly  being  too  high 
in  parts  of  the  unit  to  maintain  healthy  browse  stands 
under  the  current  condition  of  the  browse  species  in 
these  GMUs  (see  Table  A-l,  Appendix  A,  for 
CDOW  long-range  herd  goals  for  entire  GMUs). 

The  unit  would  be  managed  to  improve  habitat 
conditions  and  increase  the  production  and  diversity 
of  shrub  species  in  upland  and  riparian  vegetative 
types  to  support  wintering  populations  of  deer  and 
elk,  and  to  help  meet  CDOW  long-range  herd  goals. 

Any  additional  forage  available  for  livestock  as  a 
result  of  range  improvements,  treatments,  or  grazing 
management  procedures  would  be  allocated  in 
accordance  with  43  CFR  4100,  with  consideration 
given  to  meeting  the  basic  soil  and  watershed  needs 
defined  in  the  Montrose  District  Soil  Erosion 
Monitoring  Guidelines.  See  Table  N-l ,  Appendix  N, 
for  target  basal  cover  densities  that  would  be 
achieved  on  treated  areas  before  forage  would  be 
available  for  livestock  grazing  needs.  Table  N-l  is 
derived  from  Appendix  F  of  the  guidelines  referenced 
above.  Any  additional  forage  available  for  livestock 
would  be  considered  in  reactivating  suspended  use  or 
as  a  means  to  avoid  suspending  active  use. 

An  HMP  or  a  CRMAP  would  be  developed  focusing 
on  overall  habitat  improvement  and  intensive  habitat 
management.  The  plan  would  include  treatments  and 
projects  in  uplands  and  riparian  ecosystems  to 
increase  the  production  and  composition  of 
bitterbrush,  serviceberry,  mountain  mahogany, 
willows,  and  cottonwoods.  Methods  would  include 
shrub  plantings,  burning,  and  techniques  to  convert 
decadent  sagebrush  stands  to  stands  dominated  by 
young  sagebrush  plants  in  the  uplands.     Wildlife 


habitat  treatments  would  be  maintained  to  ensure 
success.  Monitoring  of  habitat  conditions,  utilization, 
and  trend  would  be  continued. 

In  the  portions  of  GMU  55,  66,  67,  and  551  within 
the  unit,  resources  and  land  uses  would  be  managed 
for  the  benefit  of  elk  and  deer  winter  habitat.  In  the 
portions  of  GMU  64  south  and  east  of  Cimarron  in 
the  unit  big  game  utilization  would  be  limited  to  50% 
of  the  current  years'  growth  of  mountain  mahogany. 
To  help  achieve  this  lower  rate,  a  recommendation 
would  be  made  to  the  CDOW  to  implement  measures 
to  temporarily  reduce  big  game  numbers  in  the 
GMU.  See  Table  A-4  in  Appendix  A  for  more 
information. 

Interim  deer  herd  goal  numbers  in  portions  of  certain 
other  GMUs  within  the  unit  (55,  66,  67,  and  551) 
would  be  recommended  to  CDOW  in  order  to  permit 
the  production  and  vigor  of  important  browse  species 
to  increase  such  that  winter  habitat  necessary  to 
support  CDOW's  long-range  herd  numbers  would  be 
available.  See  Table  A-4,  Appendix  A,  for  interim 
elk  and  deer  numbers  to  be  recommended  on 
BLM -managed  lands,  and  Tables  A-2  and  A-3  for 
long-range  elk  and  deer  herd  goals  for  BLM-managed 
lands  within  the  unit. 

Activities  that  would  result  in  disturbances  to  big 
game  would  be  excluded  from  December  1  through 
April  30.  Activities  that  would  disturb  elk  within 
calving  areas  from  April  16  through  June  30  would 
be  excluded. 

To  prevent  disturbance  to  calving  elk,  a  timing 
limitation  would  be  in  effect  on  approximately  235 
acres  of  federal  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  estate  under 
federal  surface,  from  April  16  through  June  30, 
within  elk-calving  areas  in  the  unit.  Federal  oil  and 
gas  estate  totalling  882  acres  under  federal  surface 
within  1/4  mile  radius  of  sage  grouse  lek  sites  would 
be  open  to  leasing  with  a  no  surface  occupancy 
stipulation  to  prevent  disturbance  to  strutting  sage 
grouse.  Variances  to  these  stipulations  may  be 
granted  (see  Appendix  K). 

Disposal  of  mineral  material  within  elk-calving  areas 
would  not  be  authorized  on  235  acres  of  federal 
mineral  estate  from  April  16  through  June  30  to 
prevent  disturbance  to  calving  elk,  on  74,185  acres  of 
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federal  mineral  estate  from  December  1  through 
April  30  within  crucial  big  game  winter  range  to 
prevent  disturbance  to  wintering  elk  and  deer,  and  on 
882  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate  within  a  1/4  mile 
radius  of  sage  grouse  lek  sites  from  April  1  through 
May  31  to  prevent  disturbance  to  strutting  sage 
grouse  and  habitat. 

The  federal  oil  and  gas  estate  in  withdrawal 
C-041711  along  Cebolla  Creek,  totalling  164  acres, 
would  be  open  to  mineral  leasing  with  a  controlled 
surface  use  stipulation  being  in  effect  that  restricts  oil 
and  gas  development,  as  well  as  related  surface 
disturbance,  to  an  area  beyond  all  riparian  vegetation, 
in  order  to  prevent  damage  to  or  removal  of  riparian 
vegetation  (See  Appendix  K  for  this  stipulation  and 
exception  language).  Mineral  material  disposal  would 
not  be  permitted  on  these  lands  for  the  same  reasons. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management.  Domestic  sheep 
grazing  and  trailing  would  be  excluded  within  the 
portion  of  GMU  64  in  the  unit  from  October  15 
through  April  15  in  order  to  eliminate  forage 
competition  with  big  game.  Compatible  range 
improvements,  treatments,  or  projects  would  be 
permitted. 

Forest  Management.  Suitable  commercial  forest 
lands  and  woodlands  would  be  available  for  harvest, 
with  a  seasonal  stipulation  on  harvesting  from 
December  1  through  April  30  to  reduce  stress  on 
wintering  big  game.  Inventories  of  all  forest  lands 
and  woodlands  would  be  conducted  to  determine 
associated  big  game  habitat  conditions  and  habitat 
improvements  needs.  Spur  roads  and  temporary 
roads  used  for  logging  would  be  kept  to  a  minimum 
and  would  be  physically  blocked  and  re-vegetated 
after  completion  of  operations. 

Recreation  Management.  Motorized  vehicular 
traffic  on  public  lands  in  the  unit  north  of  U.S. 
Highway  50,  east  of  the  Gunnison  River  and  west  of 
Quartz  Creek  would  be  limited  to  designated  routes 
from  December  1  through  April  30,  if  necessary,  due 
to  big  game  herd  concentrations  or  excessive  snow 
depth,  to  prevent  disturbance  to  wintering  deer  and 
elk.  The  remainder  of  the  unit  would  be  open  to 
motorized  vehicular  traffic. 


Visual  Resource  Management.  Public  lands  in  the 
unit  would  be  managed  according  to  VRM  Class  II 
(7,747  acres)  and  VRM  Class  III  (47,680  acres),  and 
VRM  Class  IV  (36,120  acres)  objectives. 

Transportation  and  Access.  Public  access  would  be 
acquired  into  the  Bead  Creek  area  for  recreation  and 
livestock  grazing  management. 

Fire  Management.  Wildfires  on  about  83,012  acres 
of  public  lands  would  be  managed  according  to  a 
conditional  suppression  policy  and  about  8,535  acres 
would  be  managed  according  to  al  full  suppression 
policy. 

Withdrawals  and  Classifications.  Approximately 
840  acres  of  public  lands  within  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  withdrawal  C-28255  in  GMU  64  near 
Cimarron  would  be  recommended  for  relinquishment, 
approximately  17  acres  located  in  BLM  Power  Site 
Reserve  No.  50,  C-28588,  would  be  revoked.  These 
lands  are  not  needed  for  the  withdrawn  purposes,  and 
would  be  managed  according  to  Standard 
Management  and  the  prescription  for  this  unit. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  13 

Land  Ownership:  187,030  acres  of  Public  Surface; 
32  %  of  the  Planning  Area 

This  unit  generally  contains  "I"  category  livestock 
grazing  allotments. 

This  management  unit  is  located  throughout  the 
planning  area  except  in  the  extreme  eastern, 
northeastern,  and  northwestern  portions.  The  unit 
consists  of  intensively  managed  BLM  "I"  category 
grazing  allotments.  The  unit  also  contains  pronghorn 
antelope  habitat,  elk  calving  areas,  sage  grouse 
nesting  areas,  and  stands  of  suitable  commercial 
forest  lands.  The  unit  also  contains  approximately 
20,970  acres  of  crucial  big  game  winter  range  on 
public  lands.  Public  lands  in  the  unit  are  located 
within  the  Gunnison  Extensive  Recreation 
Management  Area  and  provide  a  variety  of  recreation 
resources  and  opportunities,  including  a  hang-gliding 
site  on  Big  Mesa  and  an  area  of  concentrated  public 
recreation  use  on  High  Mesa.    Concerns  within  the 
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unit  are  a  lack  of  up-to-date  vegetation  trend  data,  a 
heavy-to-severe  utilization  of  some  riparian 
vegetation,  resulting  in  below-potential  forage 
production,  undesirable  plant  compositions,  stream 
channel  and  stream  bank  erosion  and  instability  and 
other  hydrological  problems  within  riparian 
ecosystems,  total  forage  production  being  far  below 
potential,  utilization  of  forage  on  public  lands  within 
a  portion  of  the  unit  before  range  readiness  criteria 
are  met,  sagebrush  treatment  location,  design,  and 
their  later  management,  recreation  users  causing 
livestock  control  and  management  problems  by 
leaving  gates  open,  an  unchecked  increase  in  noxious 
weeds  and  their  potential  to  reduce  forage  production 
and  danger  to  livestock,  and  the  shortage  of  AMPs. 

The  unit  would  be  managed  to  improve  ecological 
conditions.  Suitable  commercial  forest  lands  would 
be  available  for  harvest.  Suitable  public  lands  would 
be  available  for  livestock  grazing.  Activity  plans, 
such  as  CRMAPs  or  AMPs,  would  be  developed,  and 
existing  AMPs  would  be  updated  as  needed  using 
CRMAP  standards  and  procedures.  Existing  range 
improvements  and  treatments  would  be  maintained 
and  new  range  improvements  and  treatments  would 
be  developed  according  to  updated  or  new  activity 
plans.  New  or  additional  available  forage  would  be 
allocated  according  to  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT.  In  order  to  permit  riparian 
conditions  and  the  fishery  resource  to  improve, 
livestock  grazing  would  not  be  authorized  on  public 
lands  along  approximately  1/4  mile  of  Los  Pinos 
Creek  in  Allotment  6340  until  the  riparian  area  has 
recovered  sufficiently  to  permit  livestock  use. 
Rangeland  vegetation  monitoring  and  inventory  for 
condition,  trend,  and  utilization  patterns  would 
continue.  Activity  plans  developed  that  involve  lands 
at  High  Mesa,  Hartman  Rocks,  and  Big  Mesa  would 
include  and  consider  management  objectives  for  all 
resources,  including  recreation  management. 

Federal  mineral  estate  totalling  262  acres  would 
continue  to  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and 
location  under  the  mining  laws  at  the  Big  Mesa  FAA 
radar  communication  site.  Mineral  material  disposal 
would  not  be  authorized  on  these  lands. 

Wildlife  Habitat  Management.  Federal  oil  and  gas 
estate  totalling  1,680  acres  under  federal  surface  and 


42  acres  of  split  estate  on  elk  calving  areas  would  be 
open  to  leasing  with  a  timing  limitation  being  in 
effect  from  April  16  through  June  30  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  calving  elk.  Federal  oil  and  gas  estate 
totalling  882  acres  under  federal  surface  within  1/4 
mile  radius  of  sage  grouse  lek  sites  would  be  open  to 
leasing  with  a  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation  to 
prevent  disturbance  to  strutting  sage  grouse. 
Variances  to  these  stipulations  may  be  granted  (see 
Appendix  K).  Disposal  of  mineral  materials  would 
not  be  permitted  on  federal  mineral  estate  on  these 
lands  during  these  same  time  periods  for  the  same 
reasons. 

Recreation  Management.  One  area  on  High  Mesa 
would  be  considered  for  a  campground.  A  hiking 
trail  would  be  constructed  into  the  Rock  Creek  area 
(T.  45  N.,  R.  1  W.,  Section  16,  N.M.P.M.). 

Motorized  vehicular  traffic  in  the  unit  on  public  lands 
in  the  area  north  of  U.S.  Highway  50,  east  of  West 
Antelope  Creek,  and  west  of  the  Gunnison  River 
would  be  limited  to  designated  routes  from  December 
1  through  April  30,  if  necessary,  due  to  big  game 
herd  concentrations  or  excessive  snow  depths  in  order 
to  prevent  disturbance  to  wintering  big  game.  The 
remainder  of  public  lands  in  the  unit  would  be  open 
to  motorized  vehicular  use. 

Visual  Resource  Management.  The  unit  would  be 
managed  according  to  VRM  Class  II  (26,312  acres), 
VRM  Class  III  (47,680  acres)  and  VRM  Class  IV 
(11,718  acres)  objectives.  If  feasible,  rehabilitation 
measures  would  be  conducted  on  1,687  acres  of 
public  lands  classified  as  VRM  II  R  and  IV  R  (lands 
with  existing  man-made  visual  intrusions)  in  order  to 
improve  scenic  quality. 

Transportation  and  Access.  Administrative  access 
would  be  acquired  into  the  Huntsman  Mesa  area  from 
Colorado  Highway  149  for  livestock  grazing 
management  and  public  access  would  be  acquired  into 
the  Vulcan/Big  Mud  Pond  area  and  into  public  lands 
east  of  Deer  Beaver  Creek  for  recreation  and 
livestock  grazing  management;  into  Willow  Creek  in 
the  Blue  Mesa  area  for  commercial  forest,  livestock 
grazing,  and  recreation  management,  and  into  the 
Sandy  Mesa  area  and  Poison  Draw  areas  on  Blue 
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Mesa  for  commercial  forest  and  livestock  grazing 
management. 

Fire  Management.  Wildfires  on  about  160,110 
acres  of  public  lands  would  be  managed  according  to 
a  conditional  suppression  policy  and  about  27,467 
acres  would  be  managed  according  to  a  full 
suppression  policy. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  14 

Land  Ownership:  2,667  acres  of  Public  Surface;  less 
than  1  %  of  the  Planning  Area 

This  unit  consists  of  riparian  areas  containing 
important  sage  grouse  broodrearing  areas  along  about 
25  miles  of  public  land. 

This  management  unit  consists  of  public  lands 
containing  riparian  areas  within  important  sage  grouse 
high  production  habitat.  These  lands  are  located  east 
of  Gunnison  and  are  associated  with  perennial  or 
intermittent  streams.  Some  of  the  public  lands  within 
this  unit  are  big  game  crucial  winter  range.  The 
abundance  of  insects  and  lush  herbaceous  vegetation 
found  in  riparian  areas  is  crucial  for  the  survival  of 
sage  grouse  chicks  during  the  first  twelve  weeks  after 
hatching.  Resources  within  this  unit  are  also 
important  for  the  maintenance  and  enhancement  of 
the  quality  of  general  riparian  vegetation, 
aquatic/fishery  habitat,  stream  channels,  and  water 
quality.  Concerns  within  this  unit  are  that  riparian 
ecosystems  in  general  are  below  their  ecological 
potential  and  have  been  reduced  in  size  due  to  water 
regimes  being  modified  by  improper  livestock  grazing 
and  road  locations.  Downcutting  or  channel  incision, 
and  accompanying  lowering  of  water  tables  has 
resulted  in  a  reduction  in  riparian  plant  species  and 
an  invasion  of  upland  plants. 

The  unit  would  be  managed  to  protect,  restore  and 
enhance  these  riparian  areas  on  public  lands  in  order 
to  optimize  sage  grouse  populations.  Management 
objectives  would  be  to  provide  high  quality 
brood-rearing  habitat  with  a  diversity  of  plant  species 
composition  and  structure,  aimed  at  achieving 
improved  riparian  conditions.  Adequate  vegetative 
cover  necessary  to  avoid  predation  of  foraging  chicks 
would  be  another  desired  condition  to  be  achieved. 


Riparian  improvement  strategies  and/or  projects 
would  be  included  in  all  CRMAPs  and  other  activity 
plans  and  implemented. 

Emphasis  would  be  placed  on  rehabilitating  riparian 
areas  where  the  riparian  or  hydrological  condition  is 
degraded.  The  herbaceous  plant  species  would  be 
increased  to  improve  forage  plants  and  insects  for 
sage  grouse.  The  proportion  of  native  bunch  grasses 
would  be  increased  to  help  meet  escape  and  hiding 
cover  requirements  of  sage  grouse  chicks.  Measures 
to  reduce  impacts  to  the  riparian  ecosystems  and 
associated  stream  channels,  and  to  prevent 
unnecessary  removal  of  sage  grouse  brood  habitat 
would  be  included  in  all  surface-disturbing  plans.  No 
surface  disturbing  activities  would  be  permitted  from 
June  15  through  July  31  in  order  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  sage  grouse  during  the  brood-rearing 
period.  All  leks  would  be  protected  from  surface 
disturbance.  Resources  within  this  unit  would 
continue  to  be  inventoried  and  evaluated  for  potential, 
condition  and  trend,  and  monitoring  studies  would  be 
conducted.  Vegetation  treatments  compatible  with 
the  objectives  of  this  unit  would  be  permitted. 
The  federal  oil  and  gas  estate  in  the  unit,  totalling 
2,440  acres  under  federal  surface  and  60  acres  of 
split  estate  would  be  open  to  mineral  leasing  with  a 
controlled  surface  use  stipulation  being  in  effect  that 
restricts  oil  and  gas  development,  as  well  as  related 
surface  disturbance,  to  an  area  beyond  all  riparian 
vegetation,  in  order  to  prevent  damage  to  or  removal 
of  riparian  vegetation  and  sage  grouse  brood-rearing 
habitat  (see  Appendix  K  for  this  stipulation  and 
exception  language).  Federal  oil  and  gas  estate 
within  1/4  mile  of  sage  grouse  leks  totalling  126 
acres  under  federal  surface  would  be  open  to  leasing 
with  a  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  strutting  sage  grouse.  Variances  to 
these  seasonal  stipulations  may  be  granted  (see 
Appendix  K). 

Disposal  of  mineral  materials  on  about  2,440  acres  of 
federal  mineral  estate  in  the  unit  would  not  be 
authorized,  from  June  15  through  July  31  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  sage  grouse  during  the  brooding 
period,  at  sage  grouse  leks  on  126  acres  of  federal 
mineral  estate  from  April  1  through  May  31  to 
prevent  disturbance  to  strutting  sage  grouse,  and  from 
December   1   through  April  30  on   1085  acres  of 
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federal  mineral  estate  within  crucial  big  game  winter 
range  to  prevent  disturbing  wintering  deer  and  elk. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management.  A  4  inch 
minimum  stubble  height  would  be  maintained  from 
June  15  through  July  31  in  order  to  improve  and 
provide  cover  for  sage  grouse  chicks,  to  improve 
general  riparian  ecosystem  conditions,  and  to  help 
increase  the  proportion  of  native  bunch  grasses, 
resulting  in  more  livestock  forage.  A  2lA  inch 
stubble  height  would  be  required  at  all  other  times. 

Where  authorized,  domestic  sheep  grazing  would  be 
permitted  in  the  unit  only  after  June  1  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  nesting  sage  grouse  and  nests. 

Visual  Resource  Management.  The  unit  would  be 
managed  according  to  VRM  Class  II  (21  acres), 
VRM  Class  III  (482  acres),  and  VRM  Class  IV 
(2,102  acres)  objectives. 

Rights-of-Way.  Mitigating  measures  would  be 
included  in  rights-of-way  authorizations  to  prevent 
disturbance  within  this  unit  to  brooding  sage  grouse 
from  June  15  through  July  31  and  from  December  1 
through  April  30  on  crucial  big  game  winter  range  to 
prevent  disturbance  to  wintering  deer  and  elk. 

Fire  Management.  Wildfires  on  about  72  acres  of 
public  lands  would  be  managed  according  to  a 
conditional  suppression  policy  and  about  2,533  acres 
would  be  managed  according  to  a  full  suppression 
policy. 

Water  Power  and  Storage  Reservoir  Sites.    The 

unit  would  be  recommended  to  be  closed  to  the 
development  of  water  power  and  storage  reservoir 
sites. 

MANAGEMENT  UNIT  15 

Land  Ownership:  4,725  acres  of  Public  Surface;  less 
than  1  %  of  the  Planning  Area 

This  unit  consists  of  riparian  areas  containing 
important  fishery  streams  along  approximately  57 
miles  of  public  land. 


This  unit  consists  of  public  land  along  57  miles  of 
streams  and  riparian  zones  containing  a  fishery  or 
having  the  potential  to  support  and  maintain  catchable 
populations  of  fish.  Parts  of  the  unit  are  located 
throughout  the  Planning  Area,  and  are  associated  with 
a  variety  of  riparian  zones.  Parts  of  some  of  the 
streams  contain  crucial  big  game  winter  range,  elk 
calving  areas,  lands  suitable  for  grazing,  lands  within 
two  SRMAs,  and  sage  grouse  brood-rearing  habitat. 
This  unit  contains  a  1 .9  mile-long  portion  of  Segment 
A  of  the  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison  River,  a  study 
segment  eligible  for  inclusion  into  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  Concerns  are  water 
quality,  streams  being  below  their  potential  for 
providing  aquatic  habitat,  livestock  forage  utilization, 
physical  damage  from  livestock  grazing  and  roads, 
and  a  lack  of  fishery  resource  information  to  use  in 
planning  for  habitat  improvement  projects. 

The  unit  would  be  managed  to  restore  and  enhance 
the  condition  of  fishery  streams.  Projects  would  be 
developed  to  stabilize  and  restore  stream  banks  and 
improve  instream  conditions.  Riparian  vegetation  and 
soil  improvement  projects  would  be  permitted  and 
included  in  all  CRMAPs,  AMPs,  or  other  activity 
plans,  and  implemented  to  meet  the  objectives  of  this 
unit.  The  Resource  Area  HMP  would  be  revised  to 
include  recommendations  in  this  unit.  Resources 
would  continue  to  be  inventoried  and  monitored  for 
condition,  potential,  and  trend. 

Federal  mineral  estate  totalling  approximately  125 
acres  in  BLM  protective  C-014711  along  Cebolla 
Creek  would  continue  to  be  withdrawn  from  mineral 
entry  and  location  in  order  to  protect  riparian  values 
from  potential  mining  disturbances.  Approximately 
445  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate  in  BLM  protective 
withdrawal  C-0 124523  along  the  backcountry  byway 
would  continue  to  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry 
and  location  in  order  to  protect  scenery  along  the 
byway  from  potential  mining  disturbances. 

Federal  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  estate  totalling  445 
acres  under  federal  surface,  would  be  open  to  leasing 
with  a  no  surface  occupancy  stipulation  within  BLM 
protective  withdrawal  C-0 125423  to  protect  riparian 
values     and     scenery     within     the     Alpine  Loop 
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backcountry  byway.  Mineral  material  disposal  on 
these  lands  would  not  be  permitted  yearlong  for  the 
same  reasons. 

Federal  oil,  gas,  and  geothermal  estate  within  elk 
calving  areas,  247  acres  under  federal  surface,  would 
be  open  to  leasing  with  a  timing  limitation  being  in 
effect  from  April  16  through  June  30  to  prevent 
disturbance  to  calving  elk.  Variances  to  these 
stipulations  may  be  granted.  Disposal  of  mineral 
materials  on  the  federal  mineral  estate  in  these  areas 
would  not  be  permitted  during  those  same  times  for 
the  same  reasons. 

Disposal  of  mineral  materials  on  655  acres  of  federal 
mineral  estate  within  crucial  elk  and  deer  winter 
range  would  not  be  authorized  from  December  1 
through  April  30  to  prevent  disturbance  to  wintering 
big  game. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management.  When  grazing 
occurs  in  the  unit,  a  minimum  stubble  height  of  4 
inches  would  be  maintained  for  key  herbaceous 
forage  species  within  riparian  zones,  in  order  to 
improve  stream  and  streamside  conditions,  including 
soils  and  vegetation  in  the  associated  riparian  zones. 
The  minimum  stubble  height  would  be  implemented 
according  to  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management 
section  of  Standard  Management. 

Livestock  grazing  would  continue  to  not  be 
authorized  along  Henson  Creek  in  order  to  maintain 
riparian,  fishery,  and  scenic  values. 

Recreation  Management.  Motorized  vehicular 
traffic  in  the  unit  would  be  managed  as  follows: 
OHV  traffic  south  of  Lake  City  (1,680  acres)  would 
be  limited  to  designated  routes  yearlong,  with 
snowmobile  use  permitted  on  snow,  and  when  the 
CRMAP  is  prepared  for  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA, 
a  map  would  be  included  and  areas  defined  on  the 
ground  delineating  appropriate  pull-off  and  parking 
areas  adjacent  to  designated  routes;  traffic  in  the  unit 
on  Alder  Creek  (235  acres)  would  be  limited  to 
designated  routes,  if  necessary,  from  December  1 
through  April  30,  in  order  to  prevent  disturbance  to 
wintering  elk  and  deer  on  crucial  big  game  winter 
range.  The  remainder  of  the  lands  in  the  unit  would 
be  open  to  OHV  traffic  (3,040  acres). 


Appropriate  management  actions  and 
recommendations  from  this  prescription  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  CRMAP  for  the  Alpine  Triangle 
SRMA. 

The  portions  of  this  unit  in  the  Alpine  Triangle 
SRMA  would  continue  to  be  managed  for  the  ROS 
settings  in  the  RAMP  for  that  SRMA. 

Wild  and  Scenic  River  Study  Segment.    The  1.9 

mile-long  portion  of  Segment  A  of  the  Lake  Fork  of 
the  Gunnison  River,  a  segment  found  to  be  eligible, 
but  not  suitable,  for  inclusion  into  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System,  would  be  managed 
according  to  this  prescription  and  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  for  the  PRMP.  See  Appendix  I 
for  the  eligibility  and  suitability  determinations  and 
maps  for  the  segment. 

Visual  Resource  Management.  The  unit  would  be 
managed  according  to  VRM  Class  II  objectives. 

Rights-of-Way.  No  surface-disturbing  activities 
would  be  permitted  along  Alder,  Willow  (west  of 
Gunnison),  and  Razor  Creeks,  and  along  the  lower 
one-mile  of  South  Beaver  Creek  in  the  unit  from  July 
1  through  July  31  in  order  to  prevent  disturbance  to 
sage  grouse  during  the  brood  rearing  period. 
Mitigating  measures  would  be  included  in  rights-of- 
way  authorizations  in  these  areas  of  this  unit  to 
prevent  disturbance  to  brooding  sage  grouse. 

Fire  Management.  Wildfires  on  about  3,470  acres 
of  public  lands  would  be  managed  according  to  a 
conditional  suppression  policy  and  about  1,485  acres 
would  be  managed  according  to  a  full  suppression 
policy. 

Withdrawals    and    Classifications.       The    BLM 

protective  withdrawals  C-0 125423  along  the 
backcountry  byway  in  the  unit,  about  445  acres,  and 
C-014711  (125  acres)  along  parts  of  Cebolla  Creek, 
would  be  continued,  in  order  to  protect  riparian, 
fishery,  and  scenic  values. 

Water  Power  and  Storage  Reservoir  Sites.    The 

unit  would  be  recommended  to  be  closed  to  the 
development  of  water  power  and  storage  reservoir 
sites. 
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MANAGEMENT  UNIT  16 

Land  Ownership:  36,768  acres  of  Public  Surface; 
6  %  of  the  Planning  Area 

This  unit  consists  generally  of  general  resource  lands. 

This  management  unit  is  located  throughout  the 
planning  area.  Livestock  grazing  occurs  in  this  unit 
containing  public  lands  within  "M"  (20,300  acres)  or 
"C"  (4,777  acres),  or  "I"  (915  acres)  category 
grazing  allotments.  The  unit  is  located  within  the 
Gunnison  Extensive  Recreation  Management  Area 
(ERMA).  Concentrated  public  recreation  use,  such 
as  camping  and  picnicking,  occurs  on  a  tract  of 
public  land  approximately  400  acres  in  size  along  the 
Slate  River. 

The  public  lands  would  be  managed  according  to  this 
Management  Unit  prescription  and  Standard 
Management.  No  major  BLM  funded  projects  or 
facilities  would  be  developed.  Studies  and 
inventories  involving  habitat,  vegetation,  and  other 
resources  would  be  minimal. 

Measures  would  be  included  in  all  plans  for  surface 
disturbing  activities  to  prevent  disturbance  to 
wintering  big  game,  soil  erosion,  and  deterioration  of 
visual  resources  and  water  quality. 

The  federal  mineral  estate  at  the  60-acre  Soap  Creek 
and  the  40-acre  Old  Agency  FS  administrative  sites 
would  continue  to  be  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry 
and  location  in  order  to  prevent  potential  mining 
disturbances  on  these  lands. 

Federal  oil  and  gas  estate  totalling  252  acres  under 
federal  surface  within  1/4  mile  radius  of  sage  grouse 
lek  sites  would  be  open  to  leasing  with  a  no  surface 
occupancy  stipulation  to  prevent  disturbance  to 
strutting  sage  grouse.  The  federal  oil  and  gas  estate 
at  the  40-acre  Old  Agency  and  the  60-acre  Soap 
Creek  FS  administrative  sites  would  be  open  to 
leasing  with  no  surface  occupancy  in  order  to  protect 
these  uses  and  facilities  from  disturbance.  Federal  oil 
and  gas  estate,  4,580  acres  under  federal  surface  and 
4,885  acres  of  split  estate  within  elk  calving  areas, 
would  be   open  to   leasing  with  a   timing  limitation 


being  in  effect  from  April  16  through  June  30  to 
prevent  disturbance  to  calving  elk.  Variances  to 
these  stipulations  may  be  granted  (see  Appendix  K). 
For  these  same  reasons,  disposal  of  mineral  materials 
would  not  be  permitted  on  4,580  acres  of  federal 
mineral  estate  from  April  16  through  June  30  within 
elk-calving  areas,  on  252  acres  of  federal  mineral 
estate  within  1/4  mile  of  sage  grouse  lek  sites  from 
April  1  through  May  31,  and  on  the  two  FS 
administrative  sites  yearlong. 

Livestock  Grazing  Management.  Livestock  grazing 
would  continue  not  to  be  authorized  on  320  acres  in 
Wildcat  Creek  drainage  to  help  maintain  Crested 
Buttes'  water  supply.  Range  treatments  or  projects 
would  be  permitted  otherwise  in  the  unit,  according 
to  Standard  Management  for  Livestock  Grazing,  and 
would  be  compatible  with  the  objectives  of  this  unit. 

Recreation  Management.  A  hiking  trail  would  be 
constructed  into  the  Rock  Creek  area  (T.45  N.,  R  1 
W.,  Section  16,  N.M.P.M.).  The  Slate  River  area 
would  be  considered  for  the  development  of  a 
campground.  Motorized  vehicular  traffic  on  public 
lands  unit  north  of  U.S.  Highway  50,  south  of 
sections  17  and  18,  T.  51  N,  R.  1  W.,  N.M.P.M., 
east  of  West  Antelope  Creek,  and  west  of  the 
Gunnison  River  only  (3,073  acres)  would  be  limited 
to  designated  routes  from  December  1  through  April 
30  if  necessary,  due  to  excessive  snow  depths  or  herd 
concentrations  in  order  to  prevent  disturbance  to 
wintering  elk  and  deer.  The  remainder  of  public 
lands  in  the  unit  open  to  OHV  traffic  (34,543  acres). 

Visual  Resource  Management.  The  unit  would  be 
managed  according  to  VRM  Class  II  (11,159  acres), 
VRM  Class  III  (6,892  acres)  and  VRM  Class  IV 
(14,882  acres)  objectives.  Rehabilitation  measures 
would  be  conducted  on  2,367  acres  of  public  land 
classified  as  VRM  IIR,  IIIR,  and  IVR  (lands  with 
existing  man-made  visual  intrusions)  in  order  to 
improve  scenic  quality. 

Fire  Management.  Wildfires  on  about  26,356  acres 
of  public  lands  would  be  managed  according  to  a 
conditional  suppression  policy  and  about  11,260 
acres  would  be  managed  according  to  a  full 
suppression  policy. 
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Withdrawals    and    Classifications.       The   USFS  acre   Bureau   of  Reclamation  withdrawal  between 

withdrawals  at  Old  Agency  and  Soap  Creek,  about  Haypress  and  Corral  Creeks  would  be  continued  until 

100    acres     total,     would    be  continued.    A  160  the  boundary  for  the  Curecanti   NRA  is  finalized. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


Chapter  Five  describes  the  physical,  biological,  and 
economic  consequences  of  implementing  the  Proposed 
Resource  Management  Plan  (PRMP)  described  in 
Chapter  Four  of  this  document.  This  chapter  discusses 
only  those  resources  which  would  be  impacted  as  a 
result  of  implementing  the  PRMP. 

Both  adverse  and  beneficial  impacts  were  analyzed, 
based  on  the  effects  that  management  actions  in  the 
PRMP  would  have  upon  the  resources/resource  uses 
within  the  affected  environment  in  Chapter  Two  of  the 
Gunnison  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DRMP).  Mitigating 
measures  designed  to  avoid  or  reduce  environmental 
impacts  were  incorporated  into  the  PRMP.  Impacts 
identified  in  this  chapter  are  thus  considered 
unavoidable,  and  would  result  from  implementing  the 
management  actions  and  mitigation. 

ASSUMPTIONS  FOR  ANALYSIS 

An  interdisciplinary  approach  was  used  in  developing 
and  analyzing  environmental  consequences.  The 
general  assumptions  used  during  the  analysis  included: 

1.  Significant  adverse  and  beneficial  changes  or 
impacts  would  be  analyzed.  Some  less-than-significant 
impacts  are  presented  to  better  illustrate  the  scope  and 
effect  of  a  management  action  in  some  cases,  or  to 
differentiate  between  significant  and  non-significant 
impacts.    Significant  impacts  are  identified. 

2.  Changes  or  impacts  described  are  short-term 
unless  otherwise  stated,  and  would  occur  within  the  life 
of  the  plan  (10  to  12  years);  long-term  impacts  would 
occur  over  a  20-year  period. 

3.  Proposed  management  actions  would  be 
analyzed  under  the  assumption  that  the  PRMP  would  be 
fully  implemented  and  that  adequate  funding  and 
staffing  would  be  available  for  implementation. 

4.  No  significant  impacts  would  occur  to  prime 
and  unique  farmlands,  topography,  coal,  air  quality, 
climate,     fire    management,     and    waterpower    and 


reservoir  storage  sites  from  management  actions  in  the 
PRMP,  and  are,  therefore,  not  discussed  in  detail. 

5.  Effects,  for  the  purpose  of  this  analysis,  would 
be  the  net  unavoidable  changes  and  impacts  to  a 
resource  or  resource  use  after  mitigation. 

The  stated  net  unavoidable  effects  would  be  monitored 
and  evaluated  during  the  life  of  the  plan.  Where 
necessary,  adjustments  in  the  actions  would  be  made  to 
achieve  the  minimum  level  possible  of  consequential 
effects  based  on  the  data  from  plan  action  monitoring. 

Effects  from  actions  not  covered  in  this  plan,  or  from 
effects  or  actions  that  are  impossible  or  difficult  to 
predict,  would  be  analyzed  as  needed  through  plan 
amendments/environmental  assessments  or 
environmental  impact  statements.  This  additional 
analysis  would  be  done  in  accordance  with  Bureau 
planning/environmental  guidance,  including  with 
appropriate  public  input,  prior  to  BLM  consideration 
for  approval  of  that  action. 

CHAPTER  FORMAT 

Chapter  Five  is  presented  in  two  sections,  with  the  first 
section,  titled  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN,  providing  an 
analysis  of  the  environmental  consequences,  or  impacts, 
that  would  result  from  the  implementation  of 
management  actions  within  the  PRMP.  The  final 
section,  COMPARISON  TABLE  OF  IMPACTS,  with 
Table  4-1,  is  a  comparison  of  the  impacts  from  the 
PRMP  and  the  alternatives  addressed  in  the  DRMP. 

The  section  of  this  chapter  titled  IMPACTS  OF  THE 
PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  is 
subdivided  by  the  effected  resources  or  resource  uses. 
Impacts  are  then  described  as  (1)  Impacts  from 
Proposed  Management  Actions,  and  (2)  Cumulative 
Impacts  (where  cumulative  impacts  are  not  presented 
separately,  they  would  be  the  same  as  the  impacts  from 
the  proposed  management  actions  in  the  PRMP.) 
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The  analyses  of  impacts  are  presented  as  Impacts  on  a 
resource/resource  use  that  would  result  from  a 
proposed  management  action  or  actions.  For  example, 
impacts  on  wildlife  habitat  management  would  result 
from  proposed  off-highway  vehicle  management. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  discussion  of  the  consequences 
of  implementing  the  PRMP,  Short-Term  Uses  vs. 
Long-Term  Productivity,  and  Irreversible  or 
Irretrievable  commitments  of  Resources  are  discussed. 


more  intensive  management  in  order  to  achieve  stubble 
height  requirements. 

Impacts  from  Forest  Management.  The  potential  sale 
of  1,200  MBF  of  commercial  timber  would  support 
area  income  and  employment  and  produce  $30,000  in 
federal  revenue.  On  the  other  hand,  530  MBF  of 
potential  harvest  would  not  be  available  for  production 
and  would  mean  a  potential  loss  of  $13,000  of  federal 
revenue. 


IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

IMPACTS    ON    SOCIAL   AND 
ECONOMIC  CONDITIONS 

IMPACTS  FROM  PROPOSED  MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts  from  Locatable  Minerals  Management.  Any 

increase  in  operating  costs  because  of  plans  of 
operations  being  required  would  lower  the  potential  for 
economic  production.  These  requirements  would  not 
have  measurable  social  or  economic  impacts  on  the 
Planning  Area. 

Impacts  from  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal 
Management.  The  Planning  Area  would  not 
experience  measurable  social  or  economic  impacts 
because  of  the  low  potential  for  occurrence  of  these 
resources. 


Impacts    from    Recreation    Management.        The 

economic  benefits  from  recreation  opportunities  would 
be  medium  to  high,  but  unmeasured,  and  would  depend 
on  the  area  of  the  impact.  Benefits  would  occur  in 
those  businesses  providing  tourist  and  recreation  sales 
and  services.  The  counties  are  dependent  on  tourism 
related  incomes.  The  counties  would  receive  a  positive 
impact  to  income  and  employment  from  a  40%  increase 
in  recreation  activity. 

CUMULATIVE    IMPACTS   ON    SOCIAL  AND 
ECONOMIC  CONDITIONS 

The  cumulative  impact  on  the  local  economy  is  likely  to 
be  beneficial.  The  actual  impact  is  localized  but  not 
presently  quantified. 

IMPACTS    ON    LOCATABLE 
MINERALS 

IMPACTS  FROM  PROPOSED  MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 


Impacts     from     Wildlife    Habitat     Management. 

Increases  in  forage  supply  could  translate  into  increases 
in  game  populations  and  in  associated  recreational 
activities,  which  could  lead  to  slight  increases  in 
Planning  Area  income  and  employment. 

Impacts    from    Livestock    Grazing    Management. 

Eliminating  grazing  in  certain  areas  and  not  allocating 
any  additional  forage  to  livestock  would  reduce  present 
preference  by  524  AUMs.  Any  decreases  in  AUMs 
could  result  in  financial  losses  for  the  affected  ranching 
operations,  and  possibly  could  lead  to  decreases  in 
Planning  Area  income  and  employment.  Increased 
labor  costs  would  or  could  result  from  increased  or 


Impacts    from   Locatable   Minerals    Management. 

Identifying  674,540  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate,  of 
which  105,368  acres  have  a  high  likelihood  for  the 
occurrence  of  locatable  minerals,  as  open  to  mineral 
entry  and  location  would  make  these  lands  available  for 
exploration  and  development  under  the  general  mining 
laws. 

Impacts  from  Withdrawals.  Withdrawing  54,027 
acres  of  federal  mineral  estate  from  mineral  entry  and 
location  would  preclude  any  possible  mineral 
exploration  or  development  of  these  lands  while  the 
withdrawals  are  in  effect.    These  lands  would  be 
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withdrawn  for  protection  of  recreation  and  scenic 
(53,255  acres),  and  riparian  (395  acres)  values,  and  for 
R&PP  classifications  and  agency  protective  withdrawals 
(362  acres).  The  lands  which  would  be  withdrawn 
contain  about  5, 160  acres  with  a  high  likelihood  for  the 
occurrence  of  locatable  minerals. 

IMPACTS    ON    OIL,    GAS,    AND 
GEOTHERMAL  RESOURCES 

IMPACTS   FROM    PROPOSED   MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts  from  Oil,  Gas  and  Geo  thermal 
Management.  Managing  674,169  acres  of  federal  oil 
and  gas  estate  as  open  to  the  leasing  of  fluid  minerals 
would  result  in  these  resources  being  available.  About 
46,007  acres  not  being  available  and  51,152  acres  with 
stipulations  would  result  in  little  impact  to  the  oil  and 
gas  program  because  of  little  likelihood  for  the 
occurrence  of  these  resources. 

IMPACTS    ON    SALEABLE    MINERALS 

IMPACTS   FROM   PROPOSED   MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts  from  Saleable  Minerals  Management.  The 
availability  of  665,712  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate 
for  mineral  material  disposal  would  more  than  satisfy 
the  current  demand  of  12,500  cubic  yards  annually  and 
meet  the  anticipated  future  demand.  Not  permitting  the 
disposal  of  saleable  mineral  materials  on  61,855  acres 
of  federal  mineral  estate,  or  implementing  seasonal 
closures  for  mineral  material  disposal  on  172,087  acres 
of  federal  mineral  estate,  would  not  result  in  any 
significant  impact  due  to  the  amount  of  materials  which 
would  remain  available. 

IMPACTS    ON    SOILS   AND   WATER 
RESOURCES 

IMPACTS   FROM    PROPOSED   MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 


Impacts  from  Soil  and  Water  Resources 
Management.  The  continued  implementation  of  the 
"Long  Gulch  Sediment  Control  and  Riparian  Habitat 
Improvement  Project"  would  continue  to  reduce 
downstream  sediment  yields  by  up  to  300  tons  per  year, 
increase  vegetation  production  for  watershed  protection, 
improve  the  hydrologic  functions  of  the  riparian  zone 
by  raising  the  alluvial  water  table,  and  provide  some 
downstream  flood  control  benefits  by  reducing  peak 
flows  from  runoff  events. Erosion  control  projects, 
including  those  primarily  designed  to  increase  plant 
basal  cover  on  uplands,  would  indirectly  result  in 
improved  watershed  conditions.  Securing  instream 
flows,  where  appropriate,  would  protect  existing 
fisheries.  Maintaining  roads  and  existing  water  source 
developments  in  good  condition  would  reduce  erosion 
and  sedimentation. 

Impacts  from  Locatable  Minerals  Management.    If 

mineral  development  occurs  on  674,540  acres  in  the 
Planning  Area  identified  as  open  to  mineral  entry  and 
location,  increased  sedimentation  and  physical  damage 
to  stream  beds  or  banks  could  potentially  result.  These 
impacts  would  most  likely  occur  somewhere  within  the 
105,368  acres  that  have  a  high  likelihood  for  the 
occurrence  of  locatable  minerals.  Physical  disturbance 
to  stream  channels  and  increases  in  sedimentation  would 
be  greatest  from  placer  mining  operations.  Heavy 
metal  contamination  of  surface  water  is  possible  from 
mine  water  discharges  and  spoil-pile  runoff.  Heavy 
metal  pollution  is  usually  associated  with  mine  drainage 
resulting  from  the  oxidation  of  pyrite.  The  highest 
potential  for  this  situation  to  occur  is  on  lands  south  and 
west  of  Lake  City  and  1,200  acres  near  Iris  and 
Midway.  Underground  mining  operations  create  the 
potential  for  ground  water  aquifer  dewatering  and 
mixing  of  water  from  different  aquifers,  diminishing 
both  groundwater  quantity  and  quality. 


and      Geothermal 

in  sediment  yields 


Impacts      from      Oil,      Gas, 

Management.      Minor  increases 

would  result  from  surface  disturbance  on  25  acres 

related  to  developing  one  or  two  wells  on  lands  open  to 

leasing  under   timing   limitations  or  standard   terms 

(634,640  acres).  The  potential  for  increased  yields  from 

these  activities,   such  as   road,    drill  pad,   or  utility 
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construction,  would  be  greatest  on  approximately  25 
acres  of  disturbance  within  487,388  acres  of  public 
lands  containing  soils  with  an  erosion  potential  class 
greater  than  moderate.  Accidental  fluid  discharges, 
such  as  produced  water,  during  drilling  operations, 
could  contaminate  surface  waters  and  soils. 

Lease  closures  on  46,007  acres,  no  surface  occupancy 
stipulations  on  26,205  acres,  and  controlled  surface  use 
stipulations  on  13,124  acres  that  would  prohibit  any  oil 
and  gas  related  surface  disturbance  would  prevent  these 
potential  impacts  from  occurring  on  those  lands. 

Impacts    from    Saleable    Minerals    Management. 

Surface  disturbance  from  mineral  material  disposal 
would  increase  erosion  and  sediment  production,  and 
decrease  soil  productivity.  Operations  in  close 
proximity  to  perennial  water  courses  would  have  the 
potential  effect  of  destabilizing  and  altering  natural 
stream  channels  and  disrupting  the  beneficial  values  of 
floodplains.  Springtime  seasonal  stipulations  in  this 
alternative  for  this  activity  would  lessen  potential 
impacts  by  eliminating  vehicle  use  and  disturbance  in 
wet  areas. 

Impacts      from     Riparian      Zone     Management. 

Managing  riparian  areas  to  improve  conditions,  and  to 
enhance  natural  values,  especially  by  implementing 
projects  designed  to  improve  stream  hydrologic 
functions,  would  result  in  improved  stream  channel 
stability,  water  quality  and  quantity,  and  floodplain 
duration. 

Impacts  from  Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal 
Species  and  Habitat  Management.  Stipulations  in  this 
alternative  aimed  at  controlling  surface-disturbing 
activities,  such  as  mineral  material  disposal  and  rights- 
of-way  construction,  would  minimize  accelerated 
sediment  yields  and  prevent  degradation  to  local  surface 
water  quality  conditions. 

Impacts     from     Wildlife    Habitat     Management. 

Vegetation  treatments  and  other  wildlife  management 
actions  designed  to  increase  shrub  densities  and 
otherwise  improve  habitat  quality  on  uplands  and  to 
protect,  restore,  and  enhance  riparian  areas  would  result 
in  improved  hydrologic,  soil  erosion,  and  watershed 
conditions  on  these  areas. 


Impacts    from    Livestock    Grazing    Management. 

Implementing  range  readiness  criteria,  total  forage 
utilization  levels,  and  minimum  stubble  heights  would 
result  in  planning  area-wide  improvements  in  general 
watershed  and  hydrologic  conditions,  stream  channel 
stability  and  soil  erosion  rates.  Short-term  sediment 
yield  increases  expected  from  vegetation  treatments 
would  be  more  than  offset  by  the  new  available  forage 
being  used  first  to  satisfy  watershed  objectives. 

Managing  320  acres  of  public  land  in  the  Wildcat  Creek 
drainage  as  unavailable  for  livestock  grazing  would  help 
maintain  and  protect  the  quality  of  Crested  Butte's 
municipal  water  supply. 

Developing  new,  or  relocating  existing  water  sources  to 
reduce  livestock  utilization  in  riparian  areas  would 
result  in  localized  hydrologic  and  soil  conditions  being 
improved. 

Impacts  from  Forest  Management.  Harvests  of  forest 
products  and  associated  road  construction  would 
increase  sediment  production  and  soil  compaction  and 
erosion.  Limiting  road  construction  in  riparian  areas 
would  maintain  the  existing  soil  and  hydrologic 
conditions.  Erosion  control  objectives  and  mitigating 
measures  required  in  all  timber  harvest  activity  would 
reduce  sediment  production  and  soil  compaction  and 
erosion,  and  other  impacts  to  water  quality  and 
hydrology.  Requiring  riparian  values  to  be  maintained 
during  timber  harvests  would  prevent  additional 
disturbance,  and  allow  existing  soil  and  hydrologic 
functions  to  be  maintained. 

Impacts  from  Recreation  Management.  Sediment 
yields  and  erosion  rates  would  be  reduced  as  a  result  of 
9,923  fewer  acres  that  would  be  open  to  OHV  use  and 
5,066  more  acres  on  which  OHV  use  would  be  limited 
to  designated  routes  (either  seasonally  or  year-long). 

Impacts  from  Transportation  and  Access.  Acquiring 
access  into  12  areas  for  better  resource  management 
would  indirectly  improve  soil  and  hydrologic 
conditions.  Some  increase  in  sediment  yield  would 
occur  if  these  actions  result  in  new  road  construction  or 
improvement  or  maintenance  of  existing  roads. 

Impacts      from     Rights-of-Way      Management. 

Excluding  rights-of-way  development  on  51,406  acres, 
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identifying  85,387  acres  as  avoidance  areas,  and 
seasonally  restricting  rights-of-way  construction  on 
155,870  acres  would  result  in  accelerated  erosion  and 
sediment  yields  being  minimized. 

Impacts  from  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern.  Limitations  to  surface-disturbing  activities  as 
a  result  of  special  management  attention  for  protection 
of  various  resources  on  42,342  acres  within  six  ACECs 
would  maintain  or  improve  water  quality  and  maintain 
or  decrease  accelerated  erosion  and  sediment  yields. 

CUMULATIVE    IMPACTS   ON    SOILS   AND 
WATER  RESOURCES 

Overall  hydrologic  functions  of  riparian  areas  would  be 
expected  to  improve.  Future  water  quantity  protection 
would  be  provided  on  113  miles  of  fisheries  if 
minimum  stream  flows  are  secured.  Sediment  and 
erosions  rates  would  be  expected  to  decrease  where 
surface-disturbing  activities,  including  OHV  use,  are 
reduced,  where  total  forage  utilization  levels  are 
implemented,  and  where  plant  basal  cover  objectives 
are  achieved.  Oil  and  gas  no  surface  occupancy  and 
controlled  surface  use  stipulations,  and  closing  areas  to 
leasing  could  prevent  soil  erosion  and  sedimentation. 
Cumulative  impacts  from  one  or  two  wells,  on  a 
Planning  Area-wide  basis,  would  not  be  significant. 

IMPACTS  ON  RIPARIAN  ZONES 

IMPACTS   FROM   PROPOSED   MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts  from  Riparian  Zone  Management.  Overall 
riparian  conditions  would  be  improved  and  natural 
values  would  be  enhanced.  Limiting  road  construction 
and  mitigating  water  source  developments  would 
minimize  removal  of  vegetation  and  help  improve 
riparian  conditions.  Requiring  mitigating  measures  in 
all  plans  for  surface-disturbing  activities  would  help 
reduce  site  specific  riparian  area  deterioration. 
Restricting  potential  oil  and  gas  development  and 
associated  surface  disturbance  under  a  controlled 
surface  use  stipulation  would  protect  riparian  vegetation 
in  Unit  14,  and  prevent  removal  of  sage  grouse  brood 
rearing  habitat  as  a  result  of  these  activities. 


Impacts   from   Locatable   Minerals   Management. 

Existing  and  proposed  withdrawals  that  segregate  the 
federal  mineral  estate  from  mineral  entry  and  location 
would  protect  about  117  miles  of  identified  riparian 
zones  from  potential  vegetation  loss  and  other 
disturbances  associated  with  mining  locatable  minerals. 
About  33  of  these  miles  are  within  areas  having  a  high 
likelihood  for  the  potential  for  the  occurrence  of 
locatable  minerals.  The  remainder  of  identified  riparian 
zones,  about  617  miles,  would  be  open  to  mineral  entry 
and  location,  and  if  mining  were  to  occur,  some  loss  of 
vegetation  and  other  mining  associated  disturbances 
could  occur.  About  96  of  these  miles  are  within  areas 
with  a  high  potential  for  the  occurrence  of  locatable 
minerals.  Reclamation  requirements  would  limit  these 
impacts  to  the  short-term. 

Impacts    from    Saleable    Minerals    Management. 

Damage  to  and  removal  of  the  riparian  vegetation  type 
as  a  result  of  surface  disturbance  from  mineral  material 
disposal  would  be  minimized  by  mitigating  measures 
that  would  limit  disturbance  to  the  short-term. 

Impacts  from  Soil  and  Water  Resource 
Management.  Vegetation  treatments  designed  to 
increase  plant  basal  cover  and  reduce  accelerated  soil 
erosion  would  enhance  riparian  areas  by  reducing  the 
magnitude  of  flood  waters  and  sediment  delivery. 
Acquisition  of  water  rights,  where  appropriate, 
including  instream  flows,  would  improve  the  overall 
condition  of  riparian  areas  by  improving  the 
dependability  of  surface  and  sub-surface  water. 
Mitigation  measures  required  for  erosion  reduction  in 
all  surface-disturbing  plans  would  indirectly  help  reduce 
riparian  area  deterioration. 

Impacts  from  Wildlife  Habitat  Management.    The 

improvement  in  upland  and  riparian  areas  through 
proposed  management  and  vegetation  treatments  would 
maintain  and  help  improve  the  condition  of  riparian 
areas.  Managing  approximately  58  miles  of  fishery 
streams  in  unit  15  to  improve  their  condition  would 
indirectly  help  improve  overall  riparian  zone  conditions. 

Acquisition  of  instream  flow  water  rights  along  113 
miles  of  fishery  stream  would  indirectly  enhance  and 
help  improve  the  overall  condition  of  riparian 
vegetation  along  these  streams.  Implementing 
mitigation  required  in  all  plans  for  surface  disturbance 
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involving  fishery  streams  would  indirectly  help  maintain 
or  reduce  riparian  area  deterioration. 

Impacts    from    Livestock    Grazing    Management. 

Implementing  livestock  grazing  management  actions, 
including  increased  use  supervision,  limits  on  total 
forage  utilization,  a  cooperative  weed-control  program, 
minimum  stubble  heights,  and  range  readiness  would 
result  in  an  improvement  in  plant  vigor  which  would 
lead  to  healing  and  building  of  streambanks  while 
down-cut  or  incised  stream  channels  would  stabilize.  In 
the  mid  to  long  term,  some  riparian  areas  could  expand 
in  size.  The  elimination  of  livestock  grazing,  on  about 
2,700  suitable  acres  in  riparian  zones,  including  fall  use 
in  some  areas,  and  the  elimination  of  some  season-long 
grazing  would  directly  result  in  improved  plant  vigor, 
diversity  and  composition,  and  an  increase  in  above- 
ground  biomass;  streambanks  would  further  stabilize, 
groundwater  recharge  would  increase,  and  water  tables 
would  rise.  Implementing  these  actions  would  help 
achieve  an  improved  condition  in  riparian  zones.  The 
allocation  of  new  or  additional  forage  from  vegetation 
treatments  to  meet  watershed  needs  first  would  also 
improve  riparian  areas. 

Impacts    from    Recreation    Management.        The 

construction  of  recreation  facilities  and  subsequent  use 
in,  or  adjacent  to,  riparian  areas  would  cause  less  than 
50  acres  of  loss  or  deterioration  of  vegetation. 

Approximately  71  miles  of  riparian  zones  in  the  47,762 
acre  Powderhom  Primitive  Area  SRMA  would  be 
protected  from  rutting  and  destruction  of  vegetation  and 
streambanks,  as  a  result  of  continuing  to  prohibit 
motorized  vehicular  traffic  in  this  unit.  Riparian  areas 
within  approximately  93,000  acres  where  motorized 
traffic  is  limited  to  designated  routes  yearlong  would 
also  be  protected  from  rutting  and  destruction  of 
vegetation  and  streambanks. 

Impacts  from  Transportation  and  Access.  The 
acquisition  of  proposed  easements  would  facilitate 
access  for  riparian  management  in  12  areas. 

Impacts  from  Acquisition  of  Non-Federal  Lands. 

Acquisition  of  non-federal  lands  containing  riparian 
zones  would  enhance  riparian  management  on  public 
land  and  would  prevent  development  of  these  areas. 


Impacts      from      Rights-of-Way      Management. 

Excluding  rights-of-way  on  51,406  acres  would  protect 
riparian  zones  on  these  lands  from  rutting,  compaction, 
streambank  deterioration  and  channelization.  Rights-of- 
way  construction,  seasonal  stipulations  and  required 
rehabilitation  would  help  reduce  vegetation  and  soil 
damage  and  removal.  Designating  85,387  acres  as 
avoidance  areas  would  also  help  reduce  disturbance 
from  rights-of-way  construction.  Implementing 
required  mitigation  from  surfacing-disturbing  rights-of- 
way  in  the  remainder  of  the  Planning  Area  would  also 
minimize  disturbance  and  vegetation  removal. 

Impacts  from  Water  Power  and  Storage  Reservoir 
Sites.  Construction  of  reservoirs  on  inventoried  and 
potential  sites  would  result  in  the  loss  of  riparian 
vegetation. 

CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS  ON  RIPARIAN  AREAS 

Current  and  proposed  withdrawals,  vegetation 
treatments  and  management  strategies  to  reduce  soil 
erosion,  intensive  riparian  management,  total  forage 
utilization  limits,  fall  livestock  use  limits,  and 
restrictions  on  logging  procedures  would  act 
synergistically,  resulting  in  stabilization  and 
improvement  in  the  majority  of  the  14,933  acres  of 
riparian  systems  in  the  Planning  Area. 

IMPACTS    ON    SPECIAL   STATUS 
PLANT   AND   ANIMAL    SPECIES   AND 
HABITAT 

IMPACTS   FROM    PROPOSED   MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts  from  Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal 
Species  and  Habitat  Management.  Designation  and 
special  management  of  the  4,565  acre  South  Beaver 
Creek  ACEC  would  help  to  protect  the  existing 
populations  and  potential  habitat  of  skiff  milkvetch  from 
accidental  destruction  and  would  encourage  research 
and  special  studies  designed  to  increase  our  knowledge 
about  this  species. 

Designation  and  special  management  of  the  5,947 
Redcloud  Peak  ACEC  would  help  to  protect  the  existing 
population  and  potential  habitat  of  the  Uncompahgre 
fritillary  butterfly  from  accidental  destruction  and  would 
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encourage  research  and  special  studies  designed  to 
increase  our  knowledge  about  this  species. 

Restricting  surface-disturbing  activities  in  these  ACECs 
would  further  prevent  accidental  loss  of  species  and 
habitat. 

Impacts    from   Locatable   Minerals   Management. 

Mining  activity  could  result  in  accidental  loss  or 
removal  of  skiff  milkvetch  or  Uncompahgre  fritillary 
butterfly  habitat,  or  other  listed  or  classified  species 
habitat.  Required  plans  of  operation  would  reduce  this 
likelihood,  however. 

Impacts  from  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal 
Management.  Oil  and  gas  drill  pad,  road,  and  utility 
construction  within  634,840  acres  that  would  be  open  to 
leasing  under  standard  terms  and  conditions  or  with 
seasonal  stipulations,  could  potentially  result  in  the 
accidental  destruction  of  special  status  species  or 
habitat.  These  species  would  be  protected  from 
accidental  destruction  from  potential  oil  and  gas  related 
activities  on  46,007  acres  that  would  be  closed  to 
leasing,  on  26,205  acres  that  would  be  subject  to  no 
surface  occupancy  stipulations,  and  on  13,124  acres 
subject  to  controlled  surface  use  stipulations,  (including 
known  populations  and  potential  habitat  of  skiff 
milkvetch  and  the  Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly  on 
federal  oil  and  gas  estate  on  6,130  acres  of  public  land 
in  the  proposed  Redcloud  Peak  and  South  Beaver  Creek 
ACECs). 

Impacts  from  Saleable  Minerals  Management.    Not 

permitting  the  disposal  of  mineral  materials  on  61,855 
acres  would  prevent  the  accidental  loss/removal  of 
classified  or  listed  habitat  or  species  from  surface 
disturbance  from  mineral  material  disposal  on  these 
lands.  On-site  examinations  and  mitigation  required  on 
the  remainder  of  public  lands  for  this  discretionary 
action  would  further  help  to  prevent  accidental  loss  of 
species  or  habitat. 

Impacts  from  Livestock  Grazing  Management.   The 

elimination  of  domestic  sheep  grazing  within  the  South 
Beaver  Creek  ACEC  and  intensive  management  of 
livestock  grazing  in  the  Redcloud  Peak  ACEC  would 
prevent  or  help  prevent  accidental  loss  of  special  status 
habitat  and  species  in  these  areas.  Implementing 
minimum   stubble   heights   in   riparian   zones   would 


improve  habitat  conditions  for  whooping  and  sandhill 
cranes,  bald  eagles,  yellow  billed  cuckoos,  and  skiff 
milkvetch. 

Impacts  from  Recreation  Management.  Limiting 
OHV  use  to  designated  routes  and  trails  yearlong  in 
skiff  milkvetch  and  Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly 
habitat  would  help  prevent  the  accidental  destruction  of 
the  species  and  their  habitat  from  OHV  use. 

Impacts      from      Rights-of-Way      Management. 

Designating  and  managing  public  lands  in  the  Redcloud 
Peak  ACEC  as  a  rights-of-way  avoidance  area  and 
implementing  rights-of-way  location  restrictions  on 
public  lands  in  the  South  Beaver  Creek  ACEC 
containing  skiff  milkvetch  populations  would  help 
prevent  accidental  loss  of  these  habitats  and  species 
from  this  land  use. 

Impacts  from  Acquisition  of  Non-Federal  Lands. 

Acquiring  non-federal  lands  which  contain  colonies  of 
skiff  milkvetch  would  maintain  the  present  population 
and  increase  the  population  by  35  %  on  public  lands. 

CUMULATIVE   IMPACTS   ON   SPECIAL 
STATUS    PLANT   AND   ANIMAL   SPECIES 
AND    HABITAT 

Restrictions  on  surface  disturbance,  including  closing 
areas  to  oil  and  gas  leasing,  controlled  surface  use 
stipulations,  and  no  surface  occupancy  oil  and  gas 
stipulations,  special  designations,  limiting  OHV  traffic 
and  implementing  restrictions  on  livestock  grazing  and 
rights-of-way  location  would  protect  and  enhance 
habitat  for  special  status  species  and  habitat  and  would 
help  prevent  accidental  destruction  or  loss  of  these 
species  and  their  habitat  where  they  might  occur  in 
these  areas. 

Oil  and  gas  drill  pad,  road,  and  utility  construction  on 
lands  that  would  be  open  to  leasing  under  seasonal 
stipulations  or  standard  terms  and  conditions,  could 
potentially  result  in  the  accidental  destruction  of  special 
status  species  or  habitat  areas.  The  accidental 
destruction  would  potentially  result  from  approximately 
25  acres  of  surface  disturbance  related  to  developing 
one  or  two  oil  and  gas  wells. 
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IMPACTS    ON   TERRESTRIAL 
WILDLIFE   AND    HABITAT 

IMPACTS   FROM   PROPOSED   MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts  from  Wildlife  Habitat  Management.  Land 
treatment  projects,  water  developments  and  managing 
elk  and  deer  populations  at  recommended  levels  would 
increase  wildlife  forage  production,  availability,  and 
quality  to  help  meet  CDOW  long-range  or  big  game  elk 
and  deer  herd  goals,  within  the  carrying  capacities  of 
the  habitat.  Improvement  in  habitat  quality  would 
facilitate  animal  distribution,  reduce  stress,  and  improve 
forage  utilization  in  some  areas.  Minimizing 
disturbances  within  big  game  crucial  winter  range  and 
elk  calving  areas  would  reduce  stress  and  fetal 
mortality,  and  increase  calf  survival. 

Designating  the  28,275  acre  West  Antelope  Creek 
ACEC  and  implementing  special  management  attention 
would  improve  and  increase  big  game  crucial  winter 
range  forage,  plant  vigor,  carrying  capacity,  and 
thermal  and  hiding  cover.  Limiting  big  game  forage 
utilization  to  a  maximum  of  50%  of  key  forage  species, 
and  working  with  CDOW  to  temporarily  reduce  deer 
numbers  on  3,302  acres  of  crucial  big  game  winter 
range  in  GMU  64  near  Cimarron  would  improve  elk 
and  deer  forage  conditions  and  carrying  capacities  on 
those  lands.  Bighorn  sheep  and  pronghorn  antelope 
habitat  and  herd  management  in  this  alternative  would 
potentially  increase  populations  of  these  animals  to  500 
of  each  species,  an  increase  of  350  and  200 
respectively. 

Any  land  or  vegetative  treatments  or  projects  that  occur 
on  28,147  acres  of  pronghorn  antelope  habitat  in  unit 
1 1  would  be  designed  to  improve  forb  composition  of 
sagebrush  communities  for  sage  grouse  and  pronghorn 
antelope. 

Land  treatment  or  other  projects  designed  to  increase 
understory  vegetation  within  sagebrush  communities 
would  improve  sage  grouse  nesting  cover,  provide  nest 
structure,  and  increase  nesting  success  on  48,474  acres 
of  high  production  areas  in  unit  1 1 .  Improving  habitat 
on  public  land  would  support  approximately  9,000  sage 
grouse.    Seasonal  and  surface  disturbance  restrictions 


would  protect  27  known  leks  from  destruction  and 
reduce  stress  and  disturbance  for  strutting  sage  grouse 
on  about  3,402  acres  surrounding  these  leks. 

Increasing  vegetative  structure  and  cover  within  riparian 
and  sagebrush  habitat  types  would  increase  cover, 
nesting  habitat,  foraging  areas,  and  plant  species 
diversity  for  a  variety  of  wildlife  species. 

Impacts   from   Locatable   Minerals   Management. 

Withdrawing  federal  mineral  estate  from  entry  and 
location  would  preclude  loss  of  6,545  acres  of  big  game 
crucial  winter  range,  3,281  acres  of  bighorn  sheep 
habitat,  2,074  acres  of  elk  calving  areas,  and  a  variety 
of  other  habitat  on  these  lands.  Requiring  plans  of 
operations  to  be  submitted  for  locatable  mineral  activity 
within  38,727  acres  in  ACECs  in  units  5,  7,  and  8 
would  provide  greater  potential  for  reducing  loss  of 
habitat  and  disturbance  to  wildlife. 

Road  construction,  surface  disturbance,  and  increased 
human  activity  associated  with  mining  activity  would 
eliminate  habitat,  alter  use  patterns,  increase  stress  and 
disrupt  nesting  and  breeding  of  a  wide  variety  of  game 
and  non-game  species.  The  impact  of  mining  activities 
would  potentially  be  greatest  where  bighorn  sheep 
habitat,  crucial  elk  and  deer  winter  range  and  sage 
grouse  lek  areas  occur  on  lands  with  a  high  likelihood 
for  the  occurrence  of  locatable  minerals. 

Impacts  from  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geo  thermal 
Management.  In  the  event  oil  and  gas  activities  occur, 
timing  limitations  on  11,823  acres  of  elk  calving  areas 
would,  during  critical  periods  necessary  for  winter 
survival  or  successful  reproduction  of  these  species, 
prevent  potentially  significant,  site-specific  or  localized 
impacts  from  surface  or  other  disturbances  related  to 
developing  one  or  two  wells.  Elk  calving  areas  are 
generally  small  in  size  and  are  selected  by  elk  for 
particular  characteristics.  The  stipulations  would  also 
prevent  stress  and  excessive  energy  expenditure, 
mortality  and  birth  losses,  ensure  the  survival  of  calves, 
and  help  maintain  the  overall  condition  and  health  of 
these  animals  on  these  lands. 

No  surface  occupancy  stipulations  would  similarly 
protect  bighorn  sheep  and  their  habitat  on  15,407  acres 
along  narrow,  year-round  habitat  areas  in  the  Cebolla 
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and  Cochetopa  Creek  areas  from  potentially  significant 
surface  or  other  disturbances  related  to  one  or  two 
wells. 

Sage  grouse  on  3,402  acres  at  lek  sites  would  also  be 
protected  from  similar  disturbances  by  no  surface 
occupancy  stipulations.  Approximately  2,500  acres  of 
sage  grouse  brood  rearing  habitat  in  riparian  areas  in 
unit  14  would  be  protected  from  potential  surface  and 
other  oil  and  gas  related  disturbances  by  a  controlled 
surface  use  stipulation. 

These  controlled  surface  use,  no  surface  occupancy 
stipulations,  and  one  area  being  closed  to  leasing, 
would  coincidentally,  prevent  similar  oil  and  gas  related 
disturbances  from  occurring  on  an  additional  6,889 
acres  of  crucial  big  game  winter  range. 

Big  game  and  habitat  on  approximately  96  percent  of 
the  crucial  big  game  winter  range  in  the  Planning  Area 
on  public  lands  containing  federal  oil  and  gas  estate 
(170,511  acres)  would  be  subject  to  potential  surface 
and  other  related  disturbances  from  one  or  two  wells 
during  critical  periods,  including  within  the  proposed 
West  Antelope  Creek  ACEC.  Much  of  the  elk  and  deer 
crucial  winter  range  in  the  Planning  Area  occurs  on 
fairly  gentle  terrain  (sparsely  vegetated,  and  dissected 
by  narrow,  shallow  drainages)  that  results  in  long  site 
distances  and  few  sound  barriers  that  could  serve  as 
buffers.  The  stress  from  these  surface  and  other 
disturbances  could,  where  they  occur  on  these  lands, 
result  in  potentially  reduced  weights  of  big  game 
species  and  their  increased  susceptibility  to  disease. 
Construction  of  roads,  drill  pads,  and  utilities,  and 
increased  road  use  and  human  activity  would  tend  to 
repel  big  game  species,  creating  disturbance,  and 
potentially  resulting  in  forage  over-utilization  on  other 
lands.  The  BLM  would,  if  operations  or  activities  are 
planned  during  December  1  through  April  30,  negotiate 
with  lessees  or  operators  to  attempt  to  obtain  a 
rescheduling  of  these  activities  to  avoid  disturbances 
within  crucial  big  game  winter  range  during  this  time, 
especially  in  the  proposed  West  Antelope  Creek  ACEC. 
This  postponement  could  be  in  addition  to  the  60-day 
delay  authorized  in  standard  oil  and  gas  lease  terms. 

Impacts  from  Saleable  Minerals  Management.    Not 

authorizing  mineral  material  disposal  in  all  of  units  2, 
4,  5,  6,  8,  and  9,  and  in  parts  of  units  1,  10,  13,  15, 


and  16  would  preclude  related  surface  disturbance  on 
3,664  acres  of  big  game  crucial  winter  range,  9,023 
acres  of  bighorn  sheep  range,  and  185  acres  of  elk 
calving  areas,  and  a  variety  of  other  wildlife  habitats. 

Seasonal  restrictions  on  disposal  would  prevent  related 
surface  disturbance  to  habitat  and  species  during  critical 
periods  on  163,593  acres  of  crucial  winter  range,  4,741 
acres  of  elk  calving  areas,  14,817  acres  of  potential 
bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas,  3,402  acres  of  sage 
grouse  nesting  habitat,  2,417  acres  of  sage  grouse 
brood  rearing  habitat,  and  a  variety  of  other  habitats  on 
these  lands. 

Impacts  from  Soil  and  Water  Resources 
Management.  Increasing  ground  cover  in  the 
sagebrush  vegetation  type  would  improve  forage, 
hiding,  and  nesting  cover  for  sage  grouse,  pronghorn 
antelope,  bighorn  sheep,  and  other  non-game  species. 
Land  treatment  projects  which  result  in  decreasing 
sagebrush  cover  below  25  %  would  eliminate  these  areas 
from  use  by  sage  grouse  for  nesting  or  strutting 
grounds,  and  would  decrease  sage  grouse  wintering 
habitat,  and  possibly  grouse  populations.  Construction 
of  projects  designed  to  decrease  soil  erosion  and 
improve  water  quality  would  improve  sage  grouse 
brood  rearing  habitat,  crucial  elk  and  deer  winter  range 
and  nesting  habitat  for  non-game  species. 

Impacts  from  Riparian  Area  Management.  Moving 
watering  facilities  from  riparian  areas  where  impacts 
are  occurring  would  improve  these  areas  for  sage 
grouse  brood  rearing,  thermal  habitat  for  elk,  deer,  and 
non-game  habitat,  and  would  improve  livestock 
distribution.  Moving  facilities  at  least  1/8  mile  from 
riparian  zones  would  result  in  the  greatest  amount  of 
improvement. 

Limiting  road  construction  in  riparian  zones  to  an 
absolute  minimum,  requiring  road  crossings  to  be 
perpendicular  when  permitted,  and  moving  or 
modifying  existing  roads  contributing  to  excessive 
erosion  would  prevent  loss  of  big  game  crucial  winter 
range,  important  sage  grouse  habitat,  and  reduce 
disturbance  to  wildlife  from  human  activity. 

Reclaiming  or  restoring  riparian  areas  would  result  in 
improved  forage  and  cover  for  young  sage  grouse  and 
many  non-game  species. 


5-9 


CHAPTER  FIVE 


Impacts  from  Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal 
Species  and  Habitat.  Limiting  OHV  use  to  designated 
routes  in  the  South  Beaver  Creek  ACEC,  unit  8,  for 
skiff  milkvetch  management,  would  result  in  less 
disturbance  yearlong  from  OHV  use  on  1,960  acres  of 
elk  and  deer  crucial  winter  range,  and  on  sage  grouse 
habitat. 

Impacts    from    Livestock    Grazing    Management. 

Development  of  intensive  grazing  systems  with  an 
emphasis  on  increasing  herbaceous  vegetation  within 
sagebrush  communities  would  increase  cover  for  sage 
grouse  nesting  habitat,  structure  for  non-game  and 
forage  for  pronghorn  antelope. 

Limiting  total  forage  utilization  to  maintain  a  4"  stubble 
height  along  about  83  total  miles  of  riparian  areas  in 
units  2,  13,  14  (seasonally),  and  15  on  various 
allotments  would  improve  cover  and  forage  quality  for 
elk,  deer,  sage  grouse  and  especially  young  sage 
grouse,  pronghorn  antelope,  and  non-game  wildlife,  as 
would  managing  forage  utilization  on  uplands  to  no 
more  than  40-60%,  including  within  treated  areas. 
Sage  grouse  populations  would  also  increase  as  a  result 
of  these  actions. 


livestock  grazing  management  on  207,951  acres, 
implementing  changes  in  grazing  systems,  and  better 
vegetation  management,  would  enhance  effectiveness  of 
wildlife  management  objectives  on  these  lands. 

Forage  allocation  reductions  or  adjustments  in  grazing 
systems,  seasons  of  use  and  kind  of  livestock, 
Allotment  categorization,  and  possibly  removal  or 
modification  of  range  improvements  that  could  be  made 
in  order  to  achieve  proper  forage  utilization  levels  or 
ranges  on  uplands  or  riparian  zones,  could  result  in 
long-term  increases  in  forage  quality  and  cover  for  a 
variety  of  wildlife  species  and  habitats. 

Continued  fall  cattle  grazing  within  big  game  crucial 
winter  ranges  in  riparian  zones  would  reduce  forage  for 
wintering  elk  and  deer.  Continued  livestock  grazing  at 
existing  allocations  in  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area 
SRMA  and  in  Allotments  6208,  6300  and  6309,  could 
result  in  reduced  forage  and  big  game  forage  quality. 
Domestic  sheep  grazing  in  bighorn  sheep  ranges  south 
and  west  of  Lake  City  would  result  in  less  forage  for, 
and  disease  transfer  to,  bighorn  sheep,  continued  low 
bighorn  sheep  numbers,  and  potentially  bighorn  sheep 
elimination  from  this  area. 


Not  authorizing  domestic  sheep  grazing  in  Allotment 
6112  in  Unit  2,  and  all  of  unit  10  would  prevent  the 
transfer  of  disease  to  bighorn  sheep  from  domestic 
sheep  and  would  provide  more  forage  for  big  game. 
Not  authorizing  any  livestock  grazing  in  the  North 
Willow  Creek  riparian  zone  (temporarily),  and  in 
Allotment  6200  in  unit  7  would  provide  forage  and 
improve  forage  conditions  on  big  game  winter  range, 
prevent  disease  transfer  to  bighorn  sheep  from  domestic 
sheep  and  would  eliminate  potential  livestock  trespass 
into  the  Sapinero  State  Wildlife  Area.  Eliminating 
domestic  sheep  grazing  in  units  3  and  8,  cattle  grazing 
along  Cochetopa  Creek  riparian  area  in  unit  3,  in  unit 
9,  and  temporarily  along  1/4  mile  of  Los  Pinos  Creek 
in  unit  13  would  improve  and  provide  more  habitat, 
cover,  and  forage  for  a  variety  of  wildlife  species. 

Seasonal  restrictions  on  domestic  sheep  grazing  in 
Allotment  6056  in  GMU  64  (unit  12)  and  in  all  of  unit 
14  would  provide  more  forage  and  cover  for  big  game 
and  sage  grouse  during  critical  periods.  Excluding  or 
restricting  range  treatments  or  improvements  on  4,294 
acres  and  201,644  acres,  respectively,  and  restricting 


Impacts  from  Forest  Management.  Prohibiting 
harvesting  from  May  1  through  June  30  on  5,389  acres 
of  suitable  commercial  forest  lands  in  elk-calving  areas 
would  prevent  disturbance  to  elk  from  logging  during 
calving  season.  Harvests  in  elk  calving  areas  would 
reduce  hiding  cover  for  pregnant  and  young  elk, 
potentially  resulting  in  the  areas  not  being  used  as 
calving  areas. 

Maintaining  sufficient  elk  hiding  cover  parallel  to 
logging  roads  and  along  the  perimeter  of  clear  cuts 
would  allow  elk  the  opportunity  to  use  forage  produced 
in  the  clear  cuts  without  being  disturbed  from  activity 
on  nearby  roads,  and  would  screen  wildlife  from  human 
activity,  thereby  helping  reduce  stress  and  disturbance 
to  animals. 

Requiring  riparian  zone  values  to  be  maintained  during 
timber  harvests  would  protect  large  trees  for  non-game 
wildlife  and  maintain  a  variety  of  habitats.  The 
prescribed  management  in  Appendix  A  for  non-game 
wildlife  regarding  timber  harvests  would  provide  snags 
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for  nesting  habitat,  perch  trees  for  raptors  and  brush 
piles  and  logs  for  small  mammals. 

Harvesting  ponderosa  pine  and  Douglas  fir  on  a 
sustained  yield  basis  could  decrease  big  game  thermal 
and  hiding  cover  at  the  rate  of  100-150  acres  annually. 

Development  of  additional  roads  in  elk  summer  range 
would  also  decrease  hiding  cover,  and  increase  human 
activity,  potentially  resulting  in  changes  of  traditional 
use  patterns. 

Impacts  from  Recreation  Management.  Development 
of  a  visitor  and  administrative  center  in  Lake  City  could 
result  in  more  effective  educational  programs  about 
wildlife  and  habitat  to  the  visiting  public. 

Designating  600  acres  of  public  land  within  the 
Sapinero  State  Wildlife  Area  as  closed  to  OHV  use 
would  ensue  OHV  management  consistency  with  the 
adjoining  CDOW  land  and  would  improve  management 
of  the  general  area  for  wildlife.  Continuing  to  limit 
OHV  use  from  December  1  through  March  31  to 
designated  routes,  if  necessary,  on  56,740  acres  of 
crucial  elk  and  deer  winter  range  North  of  U.S. 
Highway  50  would  prevent  disturbance  to  these  animals 
during  the  most  critical  portion  of  the  year. 

Development  of  recreation  facilities  and  the  associated 
increased  visitor  use  within  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA 
would  continue  to  displace  bighorn  sheep  and  elk, 
especially  along  Henson  Creek  and  the  upper  stretch  of 
the  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison  River,  resulting  in  loss 
of  habitat  and  utilization  of  forage  species  in  other, 
more  isolated,  areas.  Development  of  campsites  and 
the  associated  increased  use  along  the  Cochetopa  Creek 
would  eliminate  bighorn  sheep  use  within  1/2  mile  of 
these  areas,  and  could  deter  raptors  from  using  the 
area. 

Impacts  from  Transportation  and  Access.  Acquiring 
public  road  access  into  the  Rock  Creek  Park  area  via 
Management  Unit  10  and  increasing  human  activity  in 
a  previously  inaccessible  area  would  disrupt  bighorn 
sheep  range  and  lambing  areas,  and  would  force  the 
herd  onto  marginal  habitat.  Acquiring  public  access 
into  elk  summer  ranges  and  elk  calving  areas  could 
result  in  eventual  timber  harvests  and  road  building  for 


logging,  which  would  disturb  elk,  reduce  habitat  and 
cover,  and  increase  human  activity. 

Impacts  from  Acquisition  of  Non-Federal  Lands. 

The  acquisition  of  private  lands  in  crucial  elk  and  deer 
winter  range  would  prevent  the  loss  of  habitat  through 
subdivision  development  and  human  activities. 

Impacts      from     Rights-of-Way      Management. 

Disturbances  to  species  and  habitat  on  about  40,613 
acres  of  bighorn  sheep  range  and  4,752  acres  of  crucial 
big  game  winter  range  would  possibly  be  precluded  as 
a  result  of  designating  rights-of-way  avoidance  areas  in 
the  Planning  Area.  Rights  of  way  development  and 
disturbance  to  species  and  habitat  would  be  precluded 
on  135  acres  at  27  sage  grouse  leks  where  rights-of-way 
are  excluded.  Seasonal  stipulations  on  rights-of-way 
related  construction  would  prevent  disturbance  on 
134,751  acres  of  crucial  big  game  winter  range,  3,402 
acres  of  sage  grouse  nesting  habitat  and  2,605  acres  of 
brood  rearing  habitat,  and  15,112  acres  of  potential 
bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas  during  critical  periods. 

Impacts  from  Rights-of-Way  Corridor  Management. 

Construction  of  major  utilities  within  two  designated 
corridors  would  result  in  removal  of  wildlife  habitat, 
the  amount  depending  on  necessary  construction 
clearing. 

CUMULATIVE    IMPACTS   ON    WILDLIFE 
HABITAT 

Removal  of  and  disturbance  to  big  game  crucial  winter 
range,  elk-calving  areas,  and  sage  grouse  habitat  from 
vegetation  treatments,  logging,  and  potential  locatable 
mineral  activity  would  be  partially  offset  by  other 
resource  management  outputs  and  discretionary 
restrictions,  stipulations,  and  habitat  increases  and 
better  vegetation  management  throughout  the  Planning 
Area,  especially  in  sagebrush  and  riparian  zones. 

Sage  grouse  and  their  habitat,  and  big  game,  including 
elk,  deer,  and  bighorn  sheep  would  be  protected 
seasonally  and  yearlong  at  critical  locations  and  periods 
in  some  areas  from  oil  and  gas  related  disturbances.  In 
the  event  that  oil  and  gas  related  activities  occur  within 
the  Planning  Area,  wildlife  species  on  96  percent  of  the 
crucial  big  game  winter  range  would  potentially  be 
subject  to  stresses  from  related  human  and  surface 
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disturbances,  if  the  activities  occur  at  important  critical 
periods  or  locations.  Cumulative  impacts  on  elk  and 
deer  within  crucial  winter  ranges  from  one  or  two  oil 
and  gas  wells  would  not  be  significant  on  a  Planning 
Area-wide  basis.  Disturbances  to  species  and  habitat 
from  discretionary  human  related  disturbances  would  be 
reduced  on  most  habitat  types  during  critical  periods. 
Timber  harvest  and  management  guidelines  would  help 
improve  game  and  non-game  wildlife  and  habitats. 

Increased  forage  and  improved  forage  quality,  and  herd 
size  management  on  crucial  winter  range  would  help 
meet  CDOW's  long-range  elk  and  deer  herd  goals,  and 
big  game  populations  could  be  permitted  to  increase  to 
eventual  desired  carrying  capacities.  Habitat  would  be 
available  on  public  land  to  support  approximately  9,000 
sage  grouse,  500  antelope,  and  500  bighorn  sheep. 

Road  densities  could  increase  as  a  result  of  forest 
management,  resulting  in  disturbance  to  species  and 
removal  of  habitat.  Removal  and  abandonment  of 
habitat  could  occur  as  a  result  of  constructing  facilities, 
and  increased  recreation  visitation. 

IMPACTS    ON    FISHERY 
RESOURCES    (AQUATIC  HABITAT) 

IMPACTS   FROM    PROPOSED   MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts  from  Fishery  Resources  (Aquatic  Habitat) 
Management.  Implementing  measures  in  all  plans  for 
surface  disturbance  to  prevent  or  mitigate  damage/loss 
of  fishery  stream  channels  and  riparian  habitat  would 
result  in  maintaining  or  improving  the  conditions  of 
fishery  resources  Planning  Area-wide.  Implementing 
fishery  improvements  and  projects  from  activity  plans 
would  stabilize  and  restore  stream  banks  and  improve 
fishery  resources  as  these  plans  are  carried  out. 
Acquiring  instream  flow  water  rights  on  113  miles  of 
fishery  streams  would  insure  sufficient  water  to 
maintain  present  fish  populations. 

Impacts    from    Locatable   Minerals   Management. 

Fishery  streams  within  54,027  acres  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  location  would  be  protected  from 
localized  loss  of  habitat  or  habitat  quality  reduction  that 
could  occur  from  mining-related  surface  disturbance. 


Habitat  loss  due  to  sedimentation  and  channelization 
would  be  greatest  if  mineral  development  on  the 
remainder  of  public  lands  were  to  occur  in  alluvial  soils 
along  or  in  streambanks. 

Impacts  from  Saleable  Minerals  Management.  Some 
sedimentation  within  fishery  streams  would  result  from 
mineral  material-related  surface  disturbance  on  about 
666,712  acres  where  disposal  is  authorized,  but 
mitigation  required  for  riparian  areas,  soils  and  water 
resources,  and  fishery  streams  would  minimize  the 
magnitude  and  longevity  of  impacts. 

Impacts  from  Soil  and  Water  Resources 
Management.  Vegetation  treatments  designed  to 
reduce  soil  erosion  would  enhance  aquatic  habitat  by 
decreasing  the  amount  and  frequency  of  runoff  and 
sediments  entering  streams. 

Impacts     from      Riparian     Zone     Management. 

Restrictions  on  road  construction  and  water  source 
development  and  maintenance  would  limit  vegetation 
loss,  sedimentation,  and  erosion,  and  directly  and 
indirectly  maintain  and  improve  fishery  stream 
conditions. 

Impacts  from  Wildlife  Habitat  Management.    The 

improvement  in  upland  and  riparian  areas  through 
proposed  management  and  vegetation  treatments  would 
maintain  and  help  improve  the  condition  of  fishery 
streams. 

Impacts    from    Livestock    Grazing    Management. 

Implementing  livestock  grazing  management  actions, 
including  increasing  use  supervision,  limits  on  total 
forage  utilization,  a  cooperative  weed-control  program, 
minimum  stubble  heights,  and  range  readiness  would 
result  in  an  improvement  in  plant  vigor  which  would 
lead  to  healing  and  building  of  streambanks  while 
down-cut  or  incised  stream  channels  would  stabilize. 
The  elimination  of  livestock  grazing,  including  fall  use 
in  some  areas,  and  the  elimination  of  some  season-long 
grazing  would  result  in  improved  plant  vigor,  diversity 
and  composition,  and  an  increase  in  above-ground 
biomass;  streambanks  would  further  stabilize, 
groundwater  recharge  would  increase,  and  water  tables 
would  rise. 
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The  allocation  of  new  or  additional  forage  from  range 
projects  or  treatments  to  meet  watershed  needs  first 
would  indirectly  improve  fishery  streams. 

Impacts  from  Forest  Management.  Excluding  timber 
harvests  in  some  areas,  requiring  riparian  values  to  be 
maintained  during  all  timber  harvests,  and  implementing 
measures  designed  to  protect  and  maintain  watershed, 
soil,  and  vegetative  resources  during  timber  harvests 
would  prevent  riparian  zone  deterioration  and  indirectly 
and  directly  maintain  fishery  stream  conditions. 

Impacts    from    Recreation    Management.        The 

construction  of  recreation  facilities  and  subsequent  use 
in,  or  adjacent  to,  fishery  streams  would  cause 
deterioration  of  habitat  quality  through  vegetation 
removal  and  sedimentation.  The  areas  affected  by  such 
development  would  be  less  than  50  acres. 

Closing  about  1,276  acres  of  riparian  zones  to  OHV  use 
and  limiting  OHV  use  on  3,927  acres  to  designated 
routes  yearlong  would  prevent  rutting  and  destruction  of 
vegetation  and  streambanks,  and  indirectly  maintain 
fishery  conditions  in  these  areas. 

Impacts  from  Transportation  and  Access.  The 
acquisition  of  proposed  easements  would  facilitate 
access  for  fishery  stream  management  in  12  areas. 

Impacts  from  Acquisition  of  Non-Federal  Lands. 

Acquisition  of  non-federal  lands  containing  riparian 
zones  would  indirectly  enhance  fishery  stream 
management  on  public  lands  and  would  prevent 
development  of  these  areas. 

Impacts      from     Rights-of-Way      Management. 

Excluding  rights-of-way  from  about  963  acres  of 
riparian  areas  along  fishery  streams  would  protect  these 
areas  from  rutting,  compaction,  streambank 
deterioration  and  channelization.  Rights-of-way 
construction  seasonal  stipulations  and  required 
rehabilitation  would  help  reduce  vegetation  and  soil 
damage  and  removal.  Designating  85,387  acres  as 
avoidance  areas  would  also  help  reduce  disturbance 
from  rights-of-way  construction.  Implementing 
required  mitigation  from  surface-disturbing 


rights-of-way  in  the  remainder  of  the  planning  area 
would  also  minimize  fishery  stream  disturbances. 

Impacts  from  Withdrawals.  Protective  withdrawals 
would  prevent  loss  or  deterioration  of  fishery  streams. 

Impacts  from  Water  Power  and  Storage  Reservoir 
Sites.  Construction  of  reservoirs  on  inventoried  and 
potential  sites  would  result  in  the  loss  of  affected 
fishery  streams  and  habitat. 

CUMULATIVE   IMPACTS   ON   FISHERY 
RESOURCES   (AQUATIC  HABITAT) 

Current  and  proposed  withdrawals,  vegetation 
treatments  and  management  strategies  to  reduce  soil 
erosion,  intensive  riparian  management,  forage, 
utilization  limits,  fall  livestock  use  limits,  and 
restrictions  on  logging  procedures  would  act 
synergistically,  resulting  in  improvement  of  the  majority 
of  the  14,933  acres  of  fishery  streams  in  the  Planning 
Area. 

IMPACTS    ON    LIVESTOCK   GRAZING 
MANAGEMENT 

IMPACTS   FROM    PROPOSED   MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts    from    Livestock    Grazing    Management. 

Livestock  forage  in  the  Planning  Area  would  be 
expected  to  improve  in  quantity  and  quality  over  the  life 
of  the  plan.  This  would  occur  as  a  result  of  achieving 
proper  forage  utilization  levels  in  riparian  areas  and  on 
uplands,  implementing  activity  plans,  such  as  AMPs  or 
CRMAPs,  maintaining  existing  range  treatments  or 
improvements  in  some  units,  and  indirectly,  by 
improved  livestock  distribution  patterns  by 
implementing  4"  and  2-1/2"  minimum  stubble  heights 
in  riparian  areas. 

Impacts  from  Soils  and  Water  Resource 
Management.  Vegetation  treatments  designed  to 
increase  plant  basal  cover,  and  implementing  soil 
erosion  and  watershed  mitigation  measures  would 
increase  forage  and  help  improve  livestock  distribution 
over  the  life  of  the  plan. 
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Impacts      from     Riparian     Zone     Management. 

Managing  livestock  utilization  to  maintain  a  4" 
minimum  stubble  height  for  key  herbaceous  forage 
species  on  1 ,494  suitable  acres  (88  miles)  of  riparian 
zones  important  for  fisheries  and  sage  grouse  brood 
habitat  in  units  2  and  15  would  potentially  reduce 
livestock  allocations  by  about  149  AUMs  on  several 
Allotments.  More  intensive  supervision  and  operator 
management  would  be  required  in  these  areas,  as  well 
as  in  unit  14  (riparian  sage  grouse  brood-rearing 
habitat)  seasonally,  in  order  to  maintain  these  minimum 
stubble  heights. 

Temporarily  eliminating  livestock  grazing  on  about 
three  miles,  or  76  acres,  of  the  North  Willow  Creek 
riparian  zone  to  improve  big  game  forage  in  unit  7 
would  reduce  livestock  utilization  by  about  38  AUMs. 
Temporarily  eliminating  livestock  grazing  on  1/4  mile 
of  the  Los  Pinos  creek  riparian  zone  to  improve  this 
fishery  in  Unit  13  would  reduce  livestock  allocations  by 
a  total  of  about  20  AUMs  on  the  40-acre  parcel  this 
stream  segment  crosses.  Continuing  to  not  authorize 
livestock  grazing  on  7  miles  of  Henson  Creek  in  unit  15 
and  on  7  miles  in  unit  1  would  prevent  potential 
damage  to  riparian,  recreation,  and  scenic  values. 

Requiring  range  improvements  or  treatments  and 
livestock  grazing  management  to  meet  riparian  area 
objectives  for  fishery  resources  within  riparian  zones 
along  all  public  land  in  unit  15,  about  4,275  acres,  and 
public  land  in  riparian  zone  unit  14  for  sage  grouse 
brood  habitat  improvement,  about  2,667  acres,  would 
probably  increase  costs  and  time  for  planning  and 
implementation  of  range  treatments  or  improvements, 
or  possibly  operator's  costs  for  livestock  management 
on  these  lands. 

Not  authorizing  grazing  or  watering  on  about  200  acres 
in  the  riparian  area  along  Cochetopa  Creek  in  unit  3  in 
order  to  help  improve  recreation  settings  would  make 
these  lands  unavailable  for  future  grazing  use.  Not 
authorizing  domestic  sheep  grazing  on  2,272  suitable 
acres  in  unit  3,  for  the  same  reason,  would  require  a 
change  in  the  kind  of  livestock  to  permit  cattle  only  to 
use  these  lands. 

Implementing  riparian  zone  management  actions  and 
other  mitigation  would,  over  the  life  of  the  plan, 
improve  and  increase  available  forage. 


Impacts  from  Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal 
Species  and  Habitat.  Requiring  domestic  sheep 
grazing  in  the  5,960-acre  unit  5  to  be  controlled  in 
order  to  prevent  destruction  of  Uncompahgre  fritillary 
butterfly  habitat  would  increase  operator's  management 
intensity,  and  potentially  costs,  and  would  necessitate 
closer  use  supervision. 

Restricting  surface  disturbance  to  protect  butterfly 
habitat  in  unit  5  would  preclude  large-scale  range 
treatments  or  projects  on  1,072  suitable  acres. 

Not  authorizing  domestic  sheep  grazing,  or  vegetative 
treatments  or  maintenance  of  treatments  in  unit  8  in 
order  to  protect  skiff  milkvetch  populations  from 
trampling,  sheep  use,  and  destruction  would  require  a 
change  in  the  kind  of  livestock  for  a  portion  of 
Allotment  63 1 1 ,  and  would  preclude  range  treatments 
on  about  3,222  acres. 

Impacts     from     Wildlife     Habitat     Management. 

Maintaining  existing  wildlife  treatments  and  developing 
new  treatments  on  uplands  and  within  riparian  areas, 
allocating  new  available  forage  to  meet  watershed 
objective  first,  potentially  reducing  big  game  numbers 
in  GMUs  54,  55,  551,  and  a  part  of  GMU  64,  and 
implementing  other  wildlife  mitigation  measures  would 
result  in  improved  livestock  distribution  and  forage 
quality. 

Not  authorizing  domestic  sheep  grazing  in  order  to 
prevent  disease  transfer  to  bighorn  sheep  in  Allotment 
6112  in  unit  2,  and  in  parts  of  14  Allotments  in  unit  10 
would  result  in  a  change  of  kind  of  livestock  to  cattle 
only  in  affected  Allotments.  Eliminating  all  domestic 
livestock  grazing  on  827  suitable  acres  in  Allotment 
6200  in  unit  7  and  9,  and  on  lands  managed  by  the 
NPS,  in  order  to  improve  crucial  big  game  winter  range 
and  to  protect  scenic  values  would  reduce  livestock 
allocations  by  114  AUMs.  Not  authorizing  domestic 
sheep  grazing  from  October  15  through  April  15  on 
1,465  acres  in  GMU  64  in  Allotment  6,056  to  reduce 
forage  competition  with  big  game  during  the  winter 
would  reduce  livestock  allocations  by  29  AUMs. 

Restricting  livestock  grazing  management  and  range 
treatments  or  improvements  on  20,849  suitable  acres  in 
unit  7,  and  on  97,954  suitable  acres  within  GMUs  55, 
66,  67,  and  551  in  unit  12  for  big  game  crucial  winter 
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range  management,  and  on  35,852  acres  of  crucial  sage 
grouse  nesting  area  in  unit  1 1  would  possibly  increase 
costs  and  time  for  planning  and  implementation,  or 
operator's  costs  for  livestock  management. 

Impacts  from  Fishery  Resources  (Aquatic  Habitat 
Management).  Pursuing  and  acquiring  instream  flow 
appropriations  on  113  miles  of  fishery  streams  and 
implementing  fishery  resource  mitigating  measures  in 
activity  plans  to  improve  upon  or  prevent  damage  to  or 
loss  of  fishery  stream  channels  and  associated  riparian 
resources  would  indirectly  improve  forage  quantity  and 
quality,  over  the  life  of  the  plan. 

Other  associated  impacts  from  fishery  resource 
management  are  discussed  under  Impacts  from  Riparian 
Zone  Management. 

Impacts  from  Forest  Management.  Commercial 
timber  and  woodland  harvests  would,  over  the  life  of 
the  plan,  increase  forage  and  help  improve  livestock 
distribution  on  some  of  the  41,347  acres  of  suitable 
commercial  forest  lands  and  23,615  acres  of  suitable 
woodlands  available  for  harvest.  Mitigating  measures 
and  harvest  restrictions,  especially  within  riparian  areas, 
would  help  limit  removal  of  forage  in  affected  areas 
during  harvesting  of  forest  products. 

Impacts  from  Recreation  Management.  Restricting 
range  treatments  or  improvements,  and  managing 
livestock  grazing  to  maintain  recreation  settings  on 
40,374  suitable  acres  in  unit  2  would  possibly  limit 
future  projects  or  preclude  development  of  some 
projects,  and  possibly  increase  BLM's  or  operators'  use 
supervision  time  or  costs.  Designation  of  an  additional 
5,415  acres  of  public  land  as  closed  to  OHV  traffic, 
and  limiting  OHV  traffic  on  46,170  suitable  acres  to 
designated  routes  yearlong  (an  additional  34,943  acres 
planning  area-wide)  would  reduce  livestock  harassment 
and  management  concerns. 

Impacts     from     Visual     Resource     Management. 

Management  of  livestock  in  Management  Unit  4,  the 
recommended  American  Basin  ACEC,  could  result  in 
a  change  of  season  of  use,  or  possibly  geographical 
restrictions  on  grazing,  or  elimination  of  grazing  in 
some  areas  of  the  unit.  Range  treatments  would  be 
excluded  on  these  lands. 


Not  authorizing  livestock  grazing  on  402  suitable  acres 
on  Allotment  6200  (Dillon  Pinnacles  ACEC,  unit  9) 
would  reduce  livestock  allocations,  the  impact  of  which 
is  discussed  under  wildlife  habitat  management.  Range 
treatments  would  also  be  excluded. 

Impacts  from  Transportation  and  Access.  Acquiring 
access  into  12  new  areas  would  improve  livestock 
grazing  management,  but  11  of  the  12  would  be  for 
public  access,  which  would  result  in  some  degree  of 
additional  livestock  harassment,  gates  being  left  open, 
and  vandalism  to  livestock  facilities. 

Impacts  from  Disposal  of  Public  Lands.  Disposal  of 
3,049  acres  of  public  land  that  are  grazed  by  livestock 
would  reduce  livestock  allocations  by  203  AUMs. 

CUMULATIVE    IMPACTS   ON    LIVESTOCK 
GRAZING    MANAGEMENT 

Eliminating  or  not  authorizing  livestock  grazing, 
implementing  minimum  stubble  heights  and  seasonal 
grazing  restrictions  and  disposal  of  public  lands  would 
result  in  a  net  decrease  of  524  AUMs  in  the  planning 
area,  and  a  total  grazing  preference  of  46,904  AUMs. 
Long-term  livestock  forage  conditions,  vigor,  and 
livestock  distribution  would  be  improved  as  a  result  of 
vegetative  or  other  treatments  and  improvements  in 
forage  quality  and  quantity. 

IMPACTS   ON    FOREST 
MANAGEMENT 

IMPACTS   FROM   PROPOSED   MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts  from  Forest  Management.  Intensive 
management  of  41,347  acres  of  suitable  commercial 
forest  lands  and  23,615  acres  of  suitable  woodlands  that 
would  be  available  for  harvest  would  result  in  potential 
annual  harvests  of  1,200  MBF  of  commercial  timber, 
490  cords  of  firewood,  400  wildings,  and,  on  average, 
300  Christmas  trees.  About  10,000  acres  would  be 
inventoried  for  Timber  Production  Capabilities 
Classification  (TPCC)  during  the  life  of  the  plan. 

Impacts     from     Riparian     Zone     Management. 

Maintaining  or  improving  riparian  values  or  wildlife 
during  timber  harvesting  could  potentially  preclude 
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harvest  on  about  640  acres  of  suitable  commercial 
forest  lands,  potentially  resulting  in  about  20  MBF  not 
being  available  for  harvest  annually. 

Impacts     from     Wildlife    Habitat     Management. 

Seasonal  harvesting  restrictions  within  elk  calving  areas 
would  shorten  an  already  abbreviated  logging  season. 
Designing  sales  to  allow  elk  hiding  cover  along  roads 
and  clear  cut  edges  could  result  in  up  to  500  acres  or 
15  MBF  of  suitable  commercial  timber  not  being 
available  for  harvest  annually. 

Restricting  harvesting  in  ponderosa  pine  stands,  and  any 
surrounding  raptor  nest  sites  could  preclude  harvest  on 
about  2,260  acres  of  suitable  commercial  forest  lands 
potentially  resulting  in  up  to  68  MBF  not  being 
available  for  harvest  annually. 

Impacts    from    Livestock    Grazing    Management. 

Continued  livestock  grazing  and  trampling  on  about  400 
acres  of  lands  in  need  of  reforestation,  would  result  in 
these  lands  remaining  classified  as  poorly  stocked  and 
regrowth  being  hampered. 

Impacts  from  Recreation  Management.  Restrictions 
on  timber  harvests  to  enhance  recreation  management 
and  ROS  settings  in  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area 
SRMA  and  Slumgullion  Earthflow  National  Natural 
Landmark  ACEC  would  eliminate  harvesting  on  13,632 
acres  and  80  acres  respectively.  This  would  result  in 
about  400  MBF  not  being  available  for  harvest 
annually. 

Increasing  recreational  use  on  High  Mesa  would  create 
a  serious  safety  hazard  along  the  switchbacks  on  the 
High  Mesa  Road  between  logging  trucks  and 
recreational  vehicles. 

Impacts  from  Transportation  and  Access.  Acquiring 
access  into  four  new  areas  for  timber  management 
would  facilitate  timber  harvests  on  the  affected  public 
lands. 

Impacts  from  Disposal  of  Public  Land.  About  153 
acres  of  suitable  commercial  forest  lands  would  no 
longer  be  in  public  ownership,  resulting  in  about  3 
MBF  annually  not  being  available  for  harvest. 


Impacts  from  Fire  Management.  About  500  acres  of 
suitable  commercial  forest  lands  could  be  destroyed  in 
conditional  suppression  areas,  resulting  in  15  MBF  not 
being  available  for  harvest  annually. 

CUMULATIVE    IMPACTS   ON    FOREST 
MANAGEMENT 

Restrictions  on  timber  harvests  would  eliminate 
sustained  yield  harvest  on  17,765  acres  of  suitable 
commercial  forest  lands  resulting  in  a  loss  of  535  MBF 
annually.  A  total  of  41,347  acres  of  suitable 
commercial  forest  lands  would  be  managed  for 
sustained  yield  production  which  would  result  in  an 
annual  harvest  of  1,200  MBF  of  commercial  saw 
timber.  An  additional  4,353  acres  of  suitable 
woodlands  would  be  available  for  harvest  annually  (total 
of  23,615  acres)  potentially  increasing  annual  harvest 
by  90  cords,  for  a  total  of  490  cords  annually.  Other 
forest  products  would  also  be  available  for  harvest 
(Christmas  trees,  wildings,  etc.). 

IMPACTS    ON    RECREATION 

IMPACTS    FROM    PROPOSED   MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts  from  Recreation  Management.  Improved 
and  additional  campground  and  other  recreation 
facilities,  improved  hiking  trails,  and  increased 
interpretation  and  visitor  contacts  would  enhance  visitor 
use,  and  enjoyment  and  understanding  of  resources  in 
the  Planning  Area.  If  a  joint  BLM/USFS  visitor  center 
is  eventually  constructed  in  Lake  City,  recreation 
management  effectiveness  and  general  public  education 
and  awareness  of  BLM  management  would  be  greatly 
improved  in  the  Planning  Area,  especially  in  the  south 
and  west  portions. 

Designating  and  managing  the  Slumgullion  Earthflow 
National  Natural  Landmark  ACEC  would  result  in 
special  interpretive  and  other  management  attention 
being  implemented  in  the  unit  which  would  help  protect 
ACEC  values. 

Closing  600  acres  in  the  West  Antelope  Creek  ACEC, 
and  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  SRMA  to  OHV  use 
would  help  maintain  ROS  settings  on  5,415  more  acres. 
Limiting  OHV  traffic  on  4,787  more  acres,  primarily 
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south  and  west  of  Lake  City  to  designated  routes, 
would  protect  recreation  and  scenic  values  on  these 
lands  and  would  maintain  ROS  settings.  Managing 
363,993  acres  as  open  to  OHV  use  (9,923  fewer  acres) 
would  provide  adequate  quantities  of  land  for  OHV  use. 

Impacts   from   Locatable   Minerals   Management. 

Withdrawing  54,027  acres  of  federal  mineral  estate 
from  mineral  entry  and  location  would  preclude  any 
surface  disturbance  from  possible  mineral  exploration 
or  development  and  would  protect  the  integrity  of 
recreation  settings  and  experiences  on  these  lands. 
Managing  about  105,368  acres  of  land  with  a  high 
potential  for  the  occurrence  of  locatable  minerals  as 
open  to  mineral  entry  and  location  could  significantly 
alter  recreation  settings  and  experiences  in  the  Alpine 
Triangle  SRMA.  Locatable  mineral  activity  and  related 
surface  disturbance  on  the  remaining  BLM  surface 
estate  over  federal  mineral  estate  could  also  alter 
recreation  settings  and  experiences. 

Designating  38,727  acres  as  ACECs  (Redcloud  Peak, 
West  Antelope,  and  South  Beaver  Creek)  would  require 
plans  of  operation  to  be  submitted  for  locatable  mineral 
activity  and  would  provide  more  control  of  surface 
disturbance  and  reclamation  plans  for  recreation 
resources  in  these  areas  that  would  remain  open  to 
locatable  mineral  entry  and  location. 

Impacts  From  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geo  thermal 
Management.  Closing  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area 
SRMA  to  leasing,  and  implementing  controlled  surface 
use  and  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  on  oil  and 
gas  activities  would,  by  prohibiting  or  restricting 
potential  surface  and  other  disturbances  from  one  or 
two  wells,  protect  important  recreation  lands  and 
resources  and  prevent  potential  alteration  of  recreation 
settings  and  experiences  from  potential  oil  and  gas 
related  surface  and  other  disturbances  on  a  total  of 
85,366  acres  of  public  lands  in  the  Planning  Area, 
including  within  all  of  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area 
and  Cochetopa  Creek  Special  Recreation  Management 
Areas  (SRMAs),  in  parts  of  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA 
and  the  Gunnison  Extensive  Recreation  Management 
Area,  and  in  five  recommended  ACECs.  These 
stipulations  would  also  maintain  hunting  opportunities 
on  these  same  lands  as  a  result  of  these  potential 
disturbances  being  restricted. 


Surface  and  other  disturbances  related  to  developing 
one  or  two  wells  on  the  remainder  of  public  lands  in  the 
Planning  Area  could  have  a  negative  impact  on 
recreation  where  road,  drill  pad,  and  utility  construction 
occurs  in  important  recreation  lands,  such  as  Special 
Recreation  Management  Areas,  or  on  other  lands.  The 
quality  of  the  recreation  experience  would  be  lessened. 
These  activities  and  facilities  in  a  variety  of  ROS 
settings  could  result  in  these  lands  being  managed  for 
less  restrictive  ROS  settings.  Visitation  in  these  areas 
by  those  seeking  solitude  would  decrease.  Increased 
access  to  remote  areas  could  increase  OHV  activity  and 
cause  additional  surface  disturbance.  The  quality  of 
scenic  viewing  would  be  lessened  in  some  locations  on 
these  lands  as  a  result  of  these  activities.  Quality  of 
hunting  could  be  lessened  by  these  activities  resulting  in 
displaced  animals  or  increased  mortality  in  site-specific 
situations. 

Impacts  from  Saleable  Minerals  Management.   Not 

authorizing  mineral  material  disposal  on  about  61,855 
acres  of  public  land  in  all  of  five  proposed  ACECs 
(units  4,  5,  6,  8,  and  9),  unit  2,  and  in  parts  of  units  1, 
10,  13,  15,  and  16  would  protect  ROS  settings  and 
experiences  from  mineral  material  related  surface 
disturbance  on  these  lands.  The  remaining  665,712 
acres  of  public  land  could  undergo  some  degree  of 
change  in  ROS  settings  and  experiences  wherever 
mineral  material  related  surface  disturbance  occurs,  but 
mitigation  for  this  discretionary  action  would  help 
minimize  impacts. 

Impacts     from     Riparian     Zone     Management. 

Improved  condition  of  riparian  zones  through 
management  from  all  disciplines  would  enhance  the 
recreation  setting  and  experience  on  these  lands. 

Impacts  from  Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal 
Species  and  Habitat  Management.  Limiting  OHV  use 
to  designated  routes  on  4,565  acres  in  the  proposed 
South  Beaver  Creek  ACEC  would  restrict  this  use  in  an 
area  previously  open  to  OHV  use. 

Impacts     from    Wildlife    Habitat     Management. 

Wildlife  habitat  management  objectives  and  restrictions 
would  increase  hunting  related  recreation  activities  and 
enhance  recreation  experiences  by  increasing  numbers 
of  watchable  wildlife. 
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Impacts  from  Fishery  Resources  (Aquatic  Habitat) 
Management.  Improvements  in  fisheries  would 
increase  fishing  use  and  experiences  by  providing  more 
and  bigger  fish. 

Impacts    from    Livestock    Grazing    Management. 

Restricting  domestic  sheep  grazing  in  the  scenic  1,595 
acre  American  Basin  ACEC  during  the  wildflower 
blooming  season  would  enhance  recreation  settings  and 
experiences  for  a  large  number  of  visitors. 

Impacts     from     Visual     Resource     Management. 

Managing  lands  totalling  49,872  acres  in  the 
Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  SRMA  and  the  American 
Basin  and  Dillon  Pinnacles  ACECs  under  VRM  Class 
I  objectives,  and  managing  lands  at  Hartman  Rocks 
(6,000  acres)  and  on  High  Mesa  (4,358  acres)  under 
VRM  class  II  and  III  objectives  would  maintain  present 
ROS  settings  and  could  potentially  enhance  recreation 
experiences  on  these  highly  valued  areas. 

Impacts  from  Historical  Resource  Management.  The 

identification,  stabilization,  and  interpretation  of 
historical  resources  would  significantly  enhance  the 
setting  and  experience  of  recreation  visitors. 

Impacts  from  Transportation  and  Access. 
Acquisition  of  public  access  into  eight  areas  and 
maintenance  of  existing  routes  would  enhance  recreation 
management  effectiveness  and  permit  access  to  more 
public  land  for  recreational  activities  such  as  hunting, 
sightseeing,  and  OHV  use  previously  precluded. 

Impacts  from  Acquisition  of  Non-Federal  Lands.  The 

acquisition  of  inholdings  and  lands  with  significant 
recreation  resources  would  expand  recreational 
opportunities  and  would  eliminate  potential  private 
development. 

Impacts      from      Rights-of-Way      Management. 

Excluding  rights-of-way  on  51,406  acres,  managing 
85,387  acres  as  avoidance  areas,  and  excluding  above- 
ground  utilities  on  an  additional  95,624  acres  would 
prevent  the  lowering  or  ROS  settings  on  these  lands 
from  surface  disturbance  and  vegetation  loss  from 
rights-of-way  construction. 

Impacts  from  Rights-of-Way  Corridors.  Location  of 
additional  major  above-ground  rights-of-way  in  the 


designated  corridor  along  the  Lake  Fork  of  the 
Gunnison  River  near  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir  would  lower 
ROS  settings  by  decreasing  scenic  quality. 

CUMULATIVE   IMPACTS   ON    RECREATION 

MANAGEMENT 

Improved  recreation  facilities  and  development  of 
additional  campgrounds  would  help  to  accommodate  the 
anticipated  40%  increase  in  the  number  of  visitors  to 
the  Planning  Area  over  the  life  of  the  plan.  Public 
lands  would  be  intensively  managed  for  a  wide  variety 
of  recreation  opportunities  and  activities. 

No  surface  occupancy  and  controlled  surface  use 
stipulations,  and  a  lease  closure  would  protect  valuable 
recreation  lands  and  resources  within  portions  of  the 
Planning  Area  from  potential  surface  and  other 
disturbance,  and  would  enhance  hunting  activities  for 
some  species,  including  within  all  recommended 
ACECs.  The  recreation  resources  on  the  remainder  of 
the  Planning  Area,  including  hunting  quality,  could  be 
altered  as  a  result  of  oil  and  gas  development.  The 
cumulative  impacts,  on  a  Planning  area-wide  basis, 
would  not  be  significant  unless  the  development  and 
related  activities  occurred  within  close  proximity  to 
recreation  areas  or  other  highly  valued  areas. 

Locatable  mineral  activity  and  above-ground  rights-of- 
way  development  would  result  in  deterioration  of 
recreation  settings  if  these  lands  are  developed  and  a 
loss  of  actual  recreation  opportunities  on  the  affected 
lands.  About  9,923  fewer  acres  would  be  open  to  OHV 
use,  5,415  more  acres  would  be  closed,  279  fewer 
acres  would  have  OHV  use  limited  seasonally,  and 
4,787  more  acres  would  have  OHV  use  limited  to 
designated  routes  yearlong.  The  changes  in  OHV 
designations  would  result  in  fewer  acres  being 
accessible  to  OHV  users.  Opportunities  for  solitude 
would  increase  on  these  affected  lands,  however. 
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IMPACTS    ON    OUTSTANDINGLY 
REMARKABLE    SCENIC   VALUES    IN 
SEGMENT  A,    LAKE    FORK   OF   THE 
GUNNISON    RIVER   WILD   AND 
SCENIC    RIVER   STUDY    CORRIDOR 

IMPACTS   FROM   PROPOSED  MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts  from  the  Recommendation.  In  this 
alternative,  the  13.3  mile-long  Segment  A  of  the  Lake 
Fork  of  the  Gunnison  River  from  Sloan  Lake  to  Wager 
Gulch  would  not  be  recommended  as  being  suitable  for 
inclusion  into  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System     (NWSRS).  Potential     impacts     to     the 

outstandingly  remarkable  scenic  values  (values)  that 
qualify  this  segment  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  are 
discussed  below. 

Impacts  from  Locatable  Minerals  Management.    If 

mineral  activity  occurs  on  about  2,075  acres  not 
currently  withdrawn  or  proposed  to  be  withdrawn 
within  the  segment  in  this  alternative,  values  would  be 
altered.  The  alteration  would  occur  on  lands  located 
outside  the  existing  "Loop  Road"  withdrawal  C- 
0125423  or  the  proposed  American  Basin  ACEC 
(proposed  to  also  be  withdrawn).  Impacts  would  be 
greatest  if  vegetation  removal  or  land  form  changes 
occur.  The  lands  that  would  not  be  withdrawn  have  a 
high  potential  for  the  occurrence  of  locatable  minerals. 
Required  reclamation  would  limit  impacts  to  the  short- 
term. 

Impacts  from  Recreation  Management.  Increased 
recreation  visitation  of  about  40%  over  the  life  of  the 
plan  would  result  in  some  slightly  greater  impacts  to 
scenic  values  along  the  road  and  river,  primarily  as  a 
result  of  physical  impacts  caused  by  increased  numbers 
of  people  and  motorized  vehicular  use  off  designated 
routes,  and  the  actual  increase  in  the  presence  of 
vehicles  and  people.  Scenic  impacts  from  OHV  use  off 
designated  routes  would  be  mitigated  by  implementing 
patrols  and  other  actions  in  the  management  plan  for  the 
Alpine  Triangle  Special  Recreation  Management  Area 
(SRMA).  Special  management  attention  as  a  result  of 
the  proposed  American  Basin  ACEC  designation 
(Management  Unit  4)  would  provide  a  means  of 
enhancing  or  protecting  the  values  on  these  lands,  and 


withdrawing  federal  mineral  estate  from  mineral  entry 
and  location  in  the  proposed  ACEC  to  protect 
recreation  and  visual  resources  would  also  protect 
values  on  1,577  acres  in  the  segment  (Unit  4). 

Impacts    from    Visual    Resources     Management. 

Managing  values  in  the  proposed  1,597  acre  American 
Basin  ACEC  under  VRM  Class  I  objectives  would 
require  that  surface-disturbing  activities  appear  natural 
upon  completion.  Managing  livestock  grazing  in  the 
proposed  ACEC  to  enhance  visual  resources  would  in 
turn  enhance  the  values  on  the  affected  lands. 

Impacts  from  Wilderness  Study  Area  Management. 

Impacts  in  this  alternative  are  analyzed  assuming  that 
WSA  status  would  not  be  in  effect,  in  the  event  that 
Congress  acts  on,  and  decides  not  to  designate  any  part 
of  any  WSA  as  wilderness.  If  any  part  of  Segment  A 
is  designated  as  wilderness,  those  lands  would  be 
managed  as  wilderness.  Refer  to  Impacts  of  WSA 
Management  in  the  discussion  of  impacts  of 
Alternative  A  (Continuation  of  Current  Management) 
for  impacts  to  values  from  WSA  management  that 
would  be  applicable  to  all  alternatives,  as  long  as  WSA 
status  applies. 

Impacts      from      Rights-of-Way      Management. 

Managing  the  lands  within  the  segment  as  rights-of-way 
avoidance  area  would  result  in  few  surface-disturbing 
activities  from  this  land  use.  Rights-of-way  are  now 
excluded  in  the  "Loop  Road"  withdrawal. 

Impacts    from    Withdrawals    and    Classifications. 

Continuing  the  BLM  protective  withdrawal  C-0 125423, 
and  effecting  the  withdrawal  in  the  proposed  American 
Basin  ACEC  would  preclude  most  surface  disturbing 
activities  within  Segment  A  on  1,907  of  the  4,315  acres 
of  public  land. 

CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS  ON  VALUES  IN 
SEGMENT  A 

Increased  recreation  use,  primarily  off-highway  vehicle 
use,  could  result  in  some  increase  of  impacts  to  scenic 
values.  Impacts  from  other  activities  would  be  offset 
by  required  compliance  with  BLM's  surface 
management  regulations,  required  plans  of  operation  in 
the  proposed  American  Basin  ACEC,  special  ACEC 
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management  attention,  rights-of-way  exclusion  and 
avoidance  areas,  VRM  Class  I  objectives  in  the  ACEC, 
and  management  actions  in  the  plan  for  the  Alpine 
Triangle  SRMA. 

IMPACTS    ON    VISUAL    RESOURCES 

IMPACTS    FROM    PROPOSED   MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts     from     Visual     Resource     Management. 

Managing  49,872  acres  in  the  Powderhorn  Primitive 
Area  SRMA,  and  the  American  Basin  and  Dillon 
Pinnacles  ACECs  under  VRM  Class  I  objectives,  9,313 
acres  at  High  Mesa  and  in  fishery  riparian  zones  (unit 
15)  under  VRM  Class  II  objectives,  and  6,000  acres  at 
the  Hartman  Rocks  area  in  units  8  and  13  under  VRM 
class  III  objectives  would  require  more  mitigation  for 
scenic  quality  on  these  lands,  thereby  protecting  visual 
resources. 

Impacts    from    Locatable   Minerals    Management. 

Surface  disturbance  from  locatable  mineral  activity 
would  alter  landscapes  where  development  occurs,  but 
reclamation  required  would  potentially  result  in  a 
minimum  of  alteration,  especially  on  48,054  acres  of 
federal  mineral  estate  in  the  Redcloud  Peak,  West 
Antelope  Creek,  and  South  Beaver  Creek  proposed 
ACECs  where  prior  submission  of  plans  of  operation 
would  be  required.  Precluding  mineral  development  on 
about  54,027  acres  that  are  withdrawn  from  mineral 
entry  and  location  under  the  general  mining  laws  would 
fully  protect  visual  resources  from  mining-related 
surface  disturbance  on  these  lands  (these  lands  are  in 
the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  and  Cochetopa  Canyon 
SRMAs,  the  proposed  American  Basin,  Slumgullion, 
and  Dillon  Pinnacles  ACECs,  and  other  smaller 
miscellaneous  withdrawals). 

Impacts  From  Oil,  Gas,  and  Geothermal 
Management.  Not  leasing  lands  in  a  primitive  area, 
and  restricting  leases  with  controlled  surface  use  and 
no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  within  five  ACECs, 
would  protect  high  quality  visual  resources  on  133,166 
acres  of  public  land.  Drill  pad,  road,  or  utility 
construction,  related  to  one  or  two  wells,  where  they 
would  potentially  occur  on  the  remainder  of  the 
Planning  Area,  could  alter  landscape  characteristics, 
reduce  scenic  quality,  and  could  potentially  result  in 
site-specific,  long-term  significant  visual  impacts  that 
exceed   allowable  visual   contrast,    on   a   variety   of 


landscape  types  in  the  Planning  Area.  These  impacts 
would  be  more  difficult  to  mitigate  and  would 
potentially  be  greatest  if  development  occurred  within 
lands  with  VRM  Class  I  or  II  management  objectives, 
especially  on  those  lands  in  foreground  or  middleground 
views  south  and  west  of  Lake  City. 

Impacts      from      Rights-of-Way      Management. 

Designating  51,406  acres  as  rights-of-way  exclusion 
areas  and  85,387  acres  as  avoidance  areas  would  result 
in  little  or  no  changes  being  permitted  to  occur  to 
scenic  quality  from  this  land  use  on  these  lands. 
Excluding  rights-of-way  on  51,406  acres  and  not 
authorizing  above-ground  utilities  on  an  additional 
95,624  acres  would  prevent  the  development  of  visual 
intrusions  on  these  lands.  Rights-of-way  development 
occurring  on  448,219  acres  open  to  this  land  use  would 
result  in  alterations  to  the  landscape.  Managing  these 
changes  according  to  VRM  objectives  would  help  keep 
them  within  acceptable  limits. 

Impacts  from  Rights-of-Way  Corridors.  Locating 
new,  major  above-ground  and  some  underground 
facilities  in  two  designated  corridors  would  result  in 
long  term  alterations  to  landscapes;  these  changes 
would  be  most  adverse  along  the  lower  Lake  Fork  of 
the  Gunnison  River. 

CUMULATIVE    IMPACTS   ON   VISUAL 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 

Managing  about  6,300  additional  acres  under  more 
restrictive  VRM  Class  objectives  would  result  in  more 
mitigation  for  scenic  quality  on  these  lands.  Managing 
the  remainder  of  lands  under  VRM  II,  VRM  III,  or 
VRM  IV  class  objectives  would  maintain  scenic  quality 
on  these  lands,  but  would  permit  projects  or 
development  that  result  in  landscape  contrast  or  change 
in  localized  view  sheds.  These  changes  would  be  most 
adverse  where  mining  or  major  rights-of-way  are 
located.  Surface  disturbances  restrictions,  including 
those  regarding  potential  oil  and  gas  activities,  would 
protect  high  quality  scenic  values  in  portions  of  the 
Planning  Area  from  a  variety  of  land  uses  that  could 
impact  visual  resources.  Cumulative  impacts  to  visual 
resources  from  one  or  two  oil  and  gas  wells  would  not 
be  significant  on  a  Planning  Area-wide  basis,  unless  the 
development  were  to  occur  in  foreground  or 
middleground  landscapes  with  high  quality  scenery, 
usually  defined  as  VRM  class  I  or  II  lands. 


5-20 


ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 


IMPACTS   ON   ARCHAEOLOGICAL 
AND    HISTORICAL    RESOURCES 

IMPACTS    FROM    PROPOSED   MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts  from  Archaeological  and  Historical 
Resource      Management.  The     gathering     of 

archaeological  or  historical  information  required  by  law 
in  response  to  project  development  or  proposed 
disturbance  would  contribute  to  our  current  knowledge 
and  data  base.  However,  any  physical  disturbance  and 
extraction  of  information  from  sites  other  than  that  for 
documentation,  would  remove  that  data  from  context, 
and  destroy  the  integrity  of  sites. 

CUMULATIVE    IMPACTS   ON 
ARCHAEOLOGICAL  AND    HISTORICAL 
RESOURCES 


Seasonal  restrictions  on  rights-of-way  construction  on 
155,870  acres  would  potentially  increase  proponent's 
costs. 

CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS  ON  RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

Designating  136,793  acres  of  public  land  as  either 
rights-of-way  exclusion  or  avoidance  areas,  and 
requirements  of  seasonal  and  other  construction 
restrictions  on  251,494  acres,  including  for  above- 
ground  utilities,  would  preclude  development  on  some 
lands,  and  would  potentially  increase  the  cost  of 
proposed  construction  on  other  lands.  Designating  two 
corridors  would  decrease  the  cost  of  planning  for 
proposed  projects  in  these  areas,  since  analysis  of 
alternative  routes  would  not  be  required. 


SHORT-TERM    USES 
PRODUCTIVITY 


VS.    LONG-TERM 


Existing  policies,  procedures,  and  regulations  would 
provide  for  the  protection,  preservation  and 
enhancement  of  recorded  archaeological  or  historical 
sites  from  authorized  projects.  The  effects  from  nature 
would  not  be  mitigated  and  prevented,  or  corrective 
actions  would  not  be  implemented.  Increased  visitor 
use  would  result  in  an  increase  to  vandalism,  theft,  and 
destruction  of  sites.  Education  and  interpretation  would 
reduce  these  impacts. 

IMPACTS    ON    RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

IMPACTS   FROM    PROPOSED   MANAGEMENT 
ACTIONS 

Impacts  from  Rights-of-Way  and  Corridor 
Management.  Designation  of  east  to  west  and  north  to 
south  rights-of-way  corridors  would  allow  major  utility 
applicants  to  plan  for  and  design  projects  without  the 
need  to  investigate  and  analyze  alternative  routes. 

Designation  of  51,406  acres  as  rights-of-way  exclusion 
and  85,387  acres  as  avoidance  areas,  and  an  additional 
95,624  acres  as  being  open  but  restricted  for  utility 
construction  (excluded  for  above-ground  utilities), 
would  result  in  additional  costs  to  utility  companies  in 
planning,  designing,  and  constructing  facilities  around 
these  areas. 


Trade-offs  between  short-term  uses  and  long-term 
productivity  of  resources  have  been  identified.  For  this 
analysis,  short-term  refers  to  the  period  of 
implementation  of  this  plan  which  is  approximately  10 
years,  and  long-term  refers  to  at  least  a  20-year  period 
or  beyond  during  which  the  adverse  or  beneficial 
impacts  of  the  proposal  would  still  occur. 

MINERAL  RESOURCES 

Locatable  mineral  development  would  be  constrained  by 
withdrawals,  resulting  in  a  long-term  loss  or  delay  in 
mineral  production  on  affected  lands. 

SOIL  AND  WATER  RESOURCES 

Mineral  development  would  potentially  result  in  some 
increases  in  long-term  erosion  and  sediment  yields  and 
possibly  some  degraded  surface  waters  from  mine 
discharge  and  spoil  pile  runoff.  Some  loss  in  soil 
productivity  would  be  expected  in  areas  where  surface 
disturbing  activities  are  proposed.  Riparian  zones 
proposed  for  intensive  management  from  a  variety  of 
resource  programs  would  experience  improved  soil  and 
water  resource  conditions. 
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RIPARIAN  RESOURCES 

Changes  in  livestock  grazing  forage  utilization  and  other 
resource  management  would  result  in  long-term 
improvement  in  riparian,  hydrologic,  and  vegetation 
conditions. 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT 

Big  game,  upland  bird,  and  non-game  habitat  would  be 
improved  under  this  alternative.  Pronghorn  antelope, 
bighorn  sheep,  and  sage  grouse  numbers  would 
increase.  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  long-term  herd 
goals  for  elk  and  deer  would  be  achieved.  A  marked 
improvement  in  fishery  streams  and  increases  in  fish 
and  other  restrictions  in  riparian  areas  would  be 
realized  primarily  due  to  the  reduction  of  livestock 
utilization  in  riparian  areas. 

LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 

Restrictions  on  livestock  grazing  management,  range 
treatments  or  improvements,  total  forage  utilization  on 
uplands  and  in  riparian  zones  and  elimination  or 
reduction  in  livestock  forage  allocations  would  reduce 
authorized  (active)  grazing  use,  but  would  result  in 
long-term  forage  productivity  gains  and  improved 
ecological  condition. 

IRREVERSIBLE   OR  IRRETRIEVABLE 
COMMITMENTS    OF  RESOURCES 

Irreversible  or  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources 
occur  when  a  wide  range  of  future  management  options 
are  precluded.  This  section  identifies  the  extent  to 
which  the  alternatives  would  irreversibly  limit  potential 
resource  uses.  The  individual  alternative  impacts 
sections  identify  those  decisions  which  apply  to  a 
particular  alternative  and  the  magnitude  of  the  impact. 


MINERAL  RESOURCES 

Once  a  particular  area  has  been  committed  to  a  single, 
non-mineral  use,  it  is  not  likely  that  the  use  would  be 
reversed.  Thus,  mineral  deposits  within  these  areas 
would  be  irreversibly  committed  to  not  being  developed 
and  would  be  unavailable. 

SOIL  AND  WATER  RESOURCES 

The  loss  of  soil  through  wind  and  water  erosion  would 
be  irretrievable. 

VISUAL  RESOURCES 

Construction  of  permanent  structures  such  as  roads, 
buildings,  and  powerlines  would  result  in  an 
irretrievable  loss  of  visual  resources. 

ARCHAEOLOGICAL  AND    HISTORICAL 
RESOURCES 

The  loss  of  archaeological  or  historical  sites  and 
information  would  be  irretrievable. 

DISPOSAL  OF  PUBLIC  LANDS 

Disposal  of  public  lands  would  result  in  a  loss  of 
administrative  control  of  all  resource  values  on  these 
lands  except  leasable  and  locatable  minerals  and 
existing  land  use  authorizations. 

COMPARISON  OF  IMPACTS 

Table  5-1  lists  the  more  significant  impacts  to  the 
affected  environment  that  would  occur  from 
implementing  management  actions  under  the  PRMP  and 
the  five  alternatives  that  were  addressed  in  the  DRMP. 
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CHAPTER  SIX 
DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE  PRMP  AND  LIST  OF  PREPARERS 


DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE  PRMP  AND 
FINAL  EIS 

This  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (PRMP)  will  be 
distributed  to  approximately  700  addresses,  including 
all  addresses  to  which  the  Draft  Gunnison  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DRMP)  was  sent.  The  original  distribution 
list  for  the  DRMP  was  expanded  for  this  document  to 
include  those  individuals,  organizations,  and  agencies 
who  made  statements  at  the  public  hearings  on  the 
DRMP,  submitted  written  comments,  or  requested 
copies  of  the  DRMP.    See  Appendix  P  in  this 


document  for  a  complete  distribution  list  for  this 
document. 

LIST  OF  PREPARERS 

The  Draft  Gunnison  Resource  Management/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DRMP)  was 
prepared  by  an  interdisciplinary  team  of  resource 
specialists  from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM).  The  team  consisted  of  32  specialists  from 
the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  Office  (GRA),  the 
Montrose  District  Office,  (MDO),  and  the  Colorado 
State  Office  (CSO). 


List  of  RMP/EIS  Preparers 


Experience 


Barry  Tollefson  Area  Manager  and  Overall  Project  Manager 

Bill  Bottomly  Team  Leader 

Roger  Alexander  Planning  and  Environmental  Coordination 

Arden  Anderson  Recreation  Management  Wilderness  Coordination 

Scott  F.  Archer  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

Rich  Arnold  GIS  Tech.  Assistance 

Frederic  Athearn  CSO  History  and  ACECs 

Don  Brake  Forest  Management 

Joe  Capodice  Wildlife  Habitat  Management 

Bud  Cribley  Livestock  Management,  Vegetation 

Ammie  Cyr  Typing  and  Clerical  Support 

James  P.  Dunn  Team  Coordinator,  Renewable  Resources 

Steve  Ellis  Fire  Management 

Richard  E.  Fike  Archaeology  and  Paleontology 

Buddy  Green  Livestock  Grazing  Management 

Steve  Gregonis  GIS/Moss  Operator 

Dave  Harned  Waterpower  Storage 

Art  Hayes  Aquatic  Wildlife  Riparian  Management,  Vegetation 

Mike  Henkel  Livestock  Management,  Vegetation 

Tom  Hurshman  Lands  and  Realty  Management,  Access  and 

Transportation 

Kate  Kitchell  Montrose  District  Office  Coordination 

Joe  Kuka  Waterpower  and  Storage 

Cheryl  Laudenback  Typing  and  Clerical  Support 

Dennis  Murphy  Soil  and  Water  Resources 


Dianne  Osborn 
Jeanette  Pranzo 
Jim  Rhett 
Jim  Sorenson 
Stan  Specht 

Ben  Sprouse 
Bob  Vlahos 
Pam  Weakley 
Dennis  Zachman 


Typing  and  Clerical  Support 

Economic  and  Social  Conditions 

Oil  and  Gas  Assistance 

GIS  Tech.  Assistance 

CSO  Liaison/Plan  Coordinator 

Geology  and  Minerals 

GIS  Coordinator 

Typing  and  Clerical  Support 

CSO  Liaison/Plan  Coordinator 


M.S.  -  Outdoor  Recreation  Management  16.0 

B.L.A.  -  Landscape  Architecture  25.0 

B.S.  -  Wildlife  Science  14.0 

B.S.  -  Wildlife  Biology  and  Range  Management  15.0 

B.S.    -  Environmental  Science  and  Chemistry  14.0 

B.A.  -  Geography  11.0 

PH.D.  -  History  18.0 

B.S.  -  Forest  and  Recreation  21 .5 

B.S.  -  Wildlife  Management  18.0 

B.S.  -  Forest  Management  and  Ranges  Sciences  15.0 

B.A.  -  Business  Administration  15.0 

B.S.  -  Outdoor  Recreation  Management  and  18.0 

Forest  Management,  Graduate  Studies 

B.S.  -  Zoology,  FMO  Experience  11.0 

B.A.  -  Anthropology,  Graduate  Studies  24.0 

(Anthropology  and  History) 

B.S.  -  Range  Ecology  10.0 

B.A.  -  Conservation  and  Geography  8.0 

B.S.  -  General  Engineering  26.0 

B.S.  &  M.S.  -  Wildlife  Biology  and  Range  1 1 .0 

Management 

B.S.  -  Range  and  Forest  Management  15.0 

B.S.  -  Forest  Management  12.0 

B.S.  -  Botony  and  Environmental  Studies  13.0 
M.S.  -  Recreation  Resources  Management 

B.S.  -  Geophysical  Engineering  14.5 

On-the-Job  training,  formal  computer  training  16.0 

A. A.  -  Business  Administration  15.0 
B.S.  -  Forestry  and  Watershed 

College  Classes/On-the-Job  Training  15.0 

M.A.  -  Economics  19.5 

B.S.  Environmental  Science  and  Geology  16.0 

B.S.  Land  Use  Planning  13.0 

B.S.  and  MLA  -  Landscape  Architecture  22.0 
MUP  -  Urban  Planning 

B.S.  -  Geology  16.0 

B.S.  -  Range  and  Forest  Management  18.0 

Business  College,  Formal  Computer  Training  1 1 .0 

B.S.  -  Outdoor  Recreation  18.0 


6-1 


APPENDIXES 


The  Appendixes  contained  in  the  PRMP  consist  of  those  that  were  printed  in  the  Gunnison  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan/Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DRMP).  The  content  of  several 
Appendixes  has  been  modified  as  a  result  of  internal  review  or  public  comments  received  on  the  DRMP. 
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APPENDIX  A 
WILDLIFE  MANAGEMENT 


Table  A-l 
CDOW  LONG  RANGE  HERD  GOALS 


Table  A-3 

LONG-RANGE  DEER  HERD  GOALS 
ON  PUBLIC  LANDS 


WITHIN  THE  PLANNING  AREA 

GMU 

ELK1 

DEER1 

GMU 

NUMBERS  OF  DEER1 

54 

3,000 
3,000 

4,800 
5,000 

55/551 

66/67 

3,000 

6,800 

54 
55 

2,000 
2,250 

Totals 

9,000 

16,600 

64&65 

66 

67 

130 
1,000 

Note:     '  Numbers  represent 

the  total  projected 

animals  present 

700 

including  Federal,  State, 

and 

private  lands. 

551  North 
551  South 

1,000 
1.750 

Totals 


8,830 


Table  A-2 


Note:  '  Herd  goal  numbers  would  be  managed  to  support  deer 
numbers  within  proper  utilization  levels  on  public  lands.  Numbers 
are  approximate, 


LONG-RANGE  ELK  HERD  GOALS 

ON  PUBLIC  LANDS 

WITHIN  THE  PLANNING  AREA 


GMU 


NUMBERS  OF  ELK1 


54 

1,250 

55 

700 

64&65 

97 

66 

1,100 

67 

800 

551  North 

400 

551  South 

400 

Totals 


4,747 


Note:  '  Herd  goal  numbers  would  be  managed  to  support  elk 
numbers  within  proper  utilization  levels  on  public  lands.  Numbers 
are  approximate. 


Table  A-4 

ELK  AND  DEER  INTERIM  HERD 

GOALS  ON  PUBLIC  LANDS 
WITHIN  THE  PLANNING  AREA 


GMU 


ELK1 


DEER1 


54 

1,150 

1,400 

55 

700 

1,575 

64  &  652 

97 

130 

66 

1,100 

700 

67 

800 

500 

551  North 

400 

700 

551  South 

400 

1,225 

TOTALS 

4,647 

6,230 

Note:  '  Numbers  represent  recommended  interim  elk  or  deer 
herd  goals  for  all  BLM-managed  lands  in  the  Planning  Area,  until 
shrub  production  and  vigor  increases. 

2  A  reduction  in  elk  and  deer  numbers  would  be 
recommended  to  CDOW  in  GMU  64.  The  number  is  not  known 
at  the  time  this  document  was  printed. 
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Table  A-5 


PRMP  MANAGEMENT  UNIT  NUMBERS 
KEYED  TO  CDOW  GAME  MANAGEMENT  UNIT  NUMBERS  IN  THE  PLANNING  UNIT 


CDOW  GMU  NUMBER2 


BLM  DRMP  MU  NUMBER3 


54 
55 
64 
65 
66 

67 

551  North 
551  South 


7\  93,  13,  16 

12,  15,  16 

12 

1,  13,  15,  16 

1,  23,  4\  53,  63,  10,  12,  13,  15, 
16 

3,  83,  10,  11,  12,  13,  14,  15, 
16 

12,  14,  16 

3,  11,  12,  14,  15 


Notes: 


CDOW  GMU  =  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  Game  Management  Unit 

BLM   PRMP   MU    =    Bureau  of  Land   Management  Proposed   Resource  Management  Plan 

Management  Unit 

These  Management  Units  are  entirely  contained  in  the  noted  GMU. 


GUIDELINES  FOR  SAGE  GROUSE  HABITAT 
MANAGEMENT 

Manage  for  sagebrush  conditions  that  maintain  the 
following  habitat  components  for  sage  grouse. 

A.  Management  Guidelines  Common   to  All  Sage 
grouse  Habitat  Areas 

1.  Protect  all  strutting  grounds,  or  leks,  from 
destruction. 

2.  Allow  no  treatments  that  would  remove  more 
than  25%  of  the  sagebrush  within  one-half 
mile  of  all  leks. 

3.  Protect  sagebrush  taller  than  15  inches  on  dry 
south  facing  slopes  greater  than  or  equal  to 


five  percent  and  on  ridge  tops  with  slopes  less  than  or 
equal  to  five  percent. 

4.  Maintain  sagebrush  on  public  lands  within  300 
feet  of  irrigated  hay  meadows  or  pastures  for 
escape  cover. 

5.  In  sagebrush  stands  having  an  average  height 
of  10  to  15  inches,  maintain  a  10  to  15% 
overstory  cover  for  summer  habitat. 

6.  In  order  to  protect  brood-rearing  cover  and 
forage,  maintain  50%  of  the  sagebrush  within 
a  600  foot  buffer  zone  around  wetlands,  wet 
and  sub-irrigated  meadows,  and  riparian 
areas.  Untreated  areas  will  be  representative 
of  the  total  treatment  area  with  the  600  feet 
prior  to  treatment. 
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7.  Maintain  50%  of  the  tall  dense  sagebrush  in 
drainage  for  winter  habitat. 

8.  Manage  for  a  canopy  cover  of  20-30%  in 
sagebrush  stands  15  to  20  inches  high. 

B.  Management  Guidelines  in  Sage  Grouse  High 
Production  Areas 

1 .  Sagebrush  treatments  would  not  remove  more 
than  30%  of  the  sagebrush  within  two  miles 
of  a  lek  in  high  production  areas.  This  30% 
should  contain  equal  amounts  of  all  types  of 
canopy  cover  and  height. 

C.  Management  Guidelines  Outside  of  Sage  grouse 
High  Production  Areas  but  Within  Sage  Grouse 
Habitat  Areas. 


Maintain  30%  of  the  ponderosa  pine  for  Abert 
squirrels  as  follows:  uneven-aged;  11-36  inches 
DBH;  200  stems  per  acre  with  basal  area  of  150-200 
square  feet,  canopy  closure  greater  than  80%  with 
interlocking  branches;  and  crowns  30-50  feet  above 
the  floor.  Furthermore,  trees  meeting  the  parameters 
should  occur  in  contiguous  stands  1  to  2  acres. 

Maintain  a  variety  of  all  ecosystem  timber  types  and 
all  five  forest  structural  stages  that  would  maintain 
viable  populations  of  non-game  wildlife  as  identified 
in  the  Managing  Forest  Lands  for  Wildlife  handbook. 

Increase  the  grass  and  forb  component  of  sagebrush 
communities  and  maintain  sage  cover  of  25%.  A 
combination  of  good  ground  cover  with  sagebrush 
provides  optimum  habitat  for  small  mammals  and 
birds. 


1.  Sagebrush  treatments  would  not  remove  more 
than  50%  of  the  sagebrush  within  two  miles 
of  a  lek.  This  50%  should  contain  equal 
amounts  of  all  types  of  canopy  cover  and 
height. 

NON-GAME  MANAGEMENT 
IN  TIMBER  MANAGEMENT  AREAS 

Manage  timber  resources  to  improve  or  maintain 
habitat  for  timber  dependent  non-game  wildlife. 

Within  all  timber  types,  maintain  a  200  acre  block  of 
undisturbed  forest  around  all  goshawk  nests  to  meet 
nesting  requirements. 

Maintain  two  slash  piles  and  five  logs  20"  or  greater 
DBH  per  acre  for  small  mammals,  black  bears,  and 
pine  martens. 

Within  proposed  clearcuts,  maintain  two-to-five  snag 
trees  for  each  three-to-four  acres  of  clearcut; 
minimum  diameter  of  snag  trees  at  breast  height 
would  be  18",  with  a  minimum  height  of  20  feet;  if 
snag  trees  are  not  available  in  areas  to  be  clearcut, 
live  trees  meeting  these  criteria  would  be  girdled, 
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Table  A-6 
MITIGATION  FOR  BIRDS  OF  PREY  HABITAT 


SPECIES 


HABITAT1 
TYPE 


TYPES  OF  SURFACE  DISTURBANCE  RESTRICTIONS  ON 
PUBLIC  LANDS  WITHIN  OR  SURROUNDING  NESTS,  ROOSTS, 

OR  HABITAT2 


PUBLIC  LANDS 

WHERE  NO 

SURFACE 

DISTURBANCE 

WOULD  OCCUR 

YEARLONG 


PUBLIC  LANDS  WHERE  SEASONAL 
RESTRICTIONS  FOR  SURFACE 
DISTURBANCE  WOULD  APPLY 


Ferruginous 

Nesting 

Hawk 

Golden  Eagle 

Nesting 

Prairie 

Nesting 

Falcon 

Peregrine 

Nesting 

Falcon 

Bald  Eagle 

Nesting 

Active/Inactive 

Roost 

Diurnal/Nocturnal 

Crucial  Winter 

Other 

Nesting 

Raptors 

1/8  mile  radius  of  nest 

1/8  mile  radius  of  nest 
1/8  mile  radius  of  nest 

1/8  mile  radius  of  nest 

1/8  mile  radius  of  nest 

1/8  mile  radius  of  nest 

1/8  mile  radius  of  nest 
1/8  mile  radius  of  nest 


3/1-6/31,  between  1/8  and  1/4  mile  radius 

2/15-7-15,  between  1/8  and  1/4  mile  radius 
3/15-7-31,  between  1/8  and  1/4  mile  radius 

3/15-7/31,  between  1/8  and  1/4  mile  radius 

11/15-7/31,  between  1/8  and  1/2  mile  radius 

11/15-3/15,  between  1/8  and  1/2  mile  radius 

11/15-3/15,  between  1/8  and  1/2  mile  radius 
2/15-7/15,  between  1/8  and  1/4  mile  radius 


Notes: 


Diurnal  and  Nocturnal  =  daytime  and  nighttime,  respectively. 

If  habitat  is  located  within  planned  surface  disturbance  site(s),  specific  inventories  would  determine  if  habitat  would  be 

affected  and  appropriate  mitigation  determined  at  that  time. 
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CHANGES  IN  THE  KIND  OF  LIVESTOCK 
FOR  BIGHORN  SHEEP  OR  PRONGHORN 
ANTELOPE  IN  THE  PRMP 

Several  grazing  allotments  were  approved  for 
conversion  of  the  kinds  of  livestock  that  would  be 
authorized  from  cattle  or  sheep  to  cattle  only  in  1989, 
in  order  to  enhance  management  of  bighorn  sheep  or 
pronghorn  antelope  and  their  habitat.  Several 


allotments  are  proposed  for  the  same  type  of  change 
in  the  PRMP  in  order  to  enhance  management  of 
bighorn  sheep  and  their  habitat.  These  changes  were 
incorporated  into  the  Draft  Gunnison  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DRMP),  and  are  incorporated  into  the 
PRMP.  Table  A-6  below  lists  the  allotments  that 
would  be  subject  to  the  changes. 


Table  A-7 

ALLOTMENTS  WHERE  A  CHANGE 

IN  KIND  OF  LIVESTOCK  WOULD  OCCUR 


BIGHORN 
SHEEP 

PRONGHORN 
ANTELOPE 

Allotments 

Approved  For 

Conversion 

in  1989 

Allotments 
Proposed  For 
Conversion  in 

The  PRMP 

Allotments 

Approved  For 

Conversion 

in  1989 

6312 

6112 

6312 

6316 

6180 

6314 

6317 

6111 

6319 

6318 

6108 

6328 

6200 

6329 

6109 

6338 

6119 
6114 
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CRUCIAL  ELK  AND  DEER  WINTER  RANGE 


Map  A-1 
Crucial  Elk  and  Deer  Winter  Range 
in  the  Planning  Area 
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BIGHORN  SHEEP  RANGE 


Map  A-2 

Bighorn  Sheep  Range 

in  the  Planning  Area 
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LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 


RANGE     READINESS     CRITERIA     FOR 
GUNNISON  BASIN  RESOURCE  AREA 


THE 


Criteria  for  range  readiness  consists  of  two  elements: 
(1)  soil  readiness  and  (2)  vegetation  readiness. 

Soil  Readiness.  Soils  are  especially  vulnerable  to 
damage  in  early  season  because  of  high  soil  moisture. 
Grazing  at  this  time  can  damage  soils,  causing  loss  in 
productivity.  Livestock  should  be  excluded  from  the 
allotment  at  this  critical  period  to  allow  the  soil  to 
become  firm  and  plants  to  complete  their  early 
growth.  Where  applicable,  snow  should  be  absent 
from  stock  driveways. 

Indicators  of  Soil  Readiness: 


Soils  should  be  firm  before  grazing  starts  and 
moisture  content  should  be  low  enough  to  insure  that: 

1.  Soils  will  not  be  compacted  resulting  in  hardpan 
surfaces  which  are  impervious.  This  is  especially 
true  on  fine-textured  soils. 

2.  Sod  covers  in  meadows  and  riparian  areas  will 
not  be  broken  by  hoof  action. 

3.  Seedlings  will  not  be  pulled  out  of  the  ground 
because  of  high  soil  moisture. 

Vegetative  Readiness.  The  development  stages  of 
the  species  in  Table  B-l  would  be  used  as  indicators 
of  readiness  for  grazing.  This  list  is  by  no  means 
complete.  Additional  species  and  developmental 
stages  could  be  included  when  appropriate.  These 
growth  stages  represent  the  earliest  dates  that  use  can 
begin  on.  When  an  allotment  is  dominated  by  a  poor 
range  condition,  the  guidelines  prescribed  in  Table 
B-l  may  have  to  be  further  altered  to  improve  range 
condition  and  increase  production. 


Stages  of  plant  development  keyed  to  specific  plants 
determine  opening  dates  of  the  grazing  season,  and 
indicate  when  livestock  grazing  could  occur.  Under 
a  system  of  management  which  provides  for  deferred 
use  or  rest,  vegetation  readiness  may  not  be  as 
important  since  the  plants  are  provided  a  period  for 
recovery.  Under  such  grazing  systems,  vegetation 
may  be  grazed  earlier  than  indicated  by  the  following 
guides,  provided  the  soils  are  ready.  The  goal  is  to 
maintain  or  restore  the  better  forage  plants. 
Therefore,  growth  stages  of  the  perennial  plants,  not 
annuals,  would  govern  vegetation  readiness. 

Range  readiness  observations  would  be  made  at  key 
areas  within  an  allotment.  Key  species  would  be  the 
plants  observed  with  emphasis  on  those  plants  which 
are  primary  forage  species.  This  is  a  judgment 
decision  to  be  made  on  the  allotment.  A  list  of  plants 
which  may  be  considered  as  key  species  when 
conducting  range  readiness  is  available  for  each  range 
site.  These  lists  can  be  found  in  the  SCS  Rangesite 
Descriptions  for  each  site.  However,  the  plants  listed 
in  the  SCS  descriptions  do  not  include  species  which 
may  be  present  in  serai  stages  below  the  potential 
natural  community  (PNC)  or  introduced  species. 

Altitude  also  has  a  strong  influence  on  vegetative 
readiness  dates.  Generally,  each  100-foot  (30 
meters)  difference  in  elevation  is  equal  to  one  day's 
difference  in  range  readiness.  Also,  a  10  to  15  day 
delay  can  be  expected  on  north  slopes  compared  to 
south  slopes. 

Other  factors  to  consider  are  that  plants  will  not 
produce  seed  head  every  year  or,  depending  on  site 
or  moisture  conditions,  plants  may  not  attain  desired 
heights.  These  factors  would  be  watched  for 
(particularly  plant  height  growth)  and  judgment  used 
when  determining  range  readiness. 
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Table  B-l 
INDICATORS  OF  VEGETATIVE  READINESS  -  SEASON-LONG  RANGE1 


SPECIES 


COMMON  NAME 


STAGE  OF  DEVELOPMENT 
INDICATING  RANGE  READINESS2 


Grasses: 

Agropyron  smithii 
Agropyron  spicatum 
Agrostis  spp. 
Bromus  carinatus 
Danthonia  spp. 
Deschampsia  caespitosa 
Festuca  arizonica 
Festuca  idahoensis 
Festuca  thurberi 
Koeleria  nitida 
Leucopoa  kingii 
Muhlenbergia  montana 
Phleum  alpinum 
Poa  alpina 
Poa  fendleriana 
Poa  pratensis 
Poa  secunda 
Stipa  spp. 
Grasslike: 
Carex  spp. 
Carex  aquatilis 
Forbs: 

Balsamorhiza  spp 
Castilleja  spp. 
Delphinium  spp. 

Erigeron  spp. 
Eriogonum  spp. 
Geranium  spp. 
Lupinus  spp. 
Martensia  spp. 
Penstemon  spp. 
Polygonum  bistorta 
Potentilla  spp. 
Taraxacum  officinal 
Thermopsis  spp. 


Western  wheatgrass 
Bluebunch  wheatgrass 
Redtop 

Mountain  brome 
Oatgrass 
Tufted  hairgrass 
Arizona  fescue 
Idaho  fescue 
Therber  fescue 
Prairie  junegrass 
Spike  fescue 
Mountain  muhly 
Alpine  timothy 
Alpine  bluegrass 
Mutton  grass 
Kentucky  bluegrass 
Sandburg  bluegrass 
Needlegrass 

Sedges 
Water  sedge 

Balsamroot 
Indian  paintbrush 
Low  larkspur 
Tall  larkspur 
Fleabane,  Daisy 
Wild  buckwheat 
Geranium 
Lupine 
Bluebell 
Penstemon 
Bistort 
Cinquefoil 
Common  dandelion 
Golden  pea 


6-8"  or  more  in  height. 

8"  or  more  in  height,  heading  out. 

Heading  out. 

8"  or  more  in  height,  headed,  panicle  spreading. 

In  full  bloom. 

6"  or  more  in  height,  heading  out. 

8"  or  more  in  height,  heading  out. 

6"  or  more  in  height,  heading  out. 

12"  or  more  in  height,  heading  out. 

Headed  out. 

12"  or  more  in  height,  heading  out. 

6"  or  more  in  height,  headed  out. 

6"  or  more  in  height,  headed  out. 

Headed  out,  panicle  open. 

Plants  maturing,  seed  in  dough  stage. 

Panicle  fully  opened. 

Development  slightly  behind  Muttongrass. 

6"  or  more  in  height,  headed  out  to  blooming. 

Heads  blooming 
7"  -  heading  out. 

Full  to  past  blooming. 

Full  bloom. 

Full  to  past  bloom. 

Full  growth,  blooming  to  past  bloom. 

Full  bloom. 

Full  bloom. 

Full  to  past  bloom. 

Early  to  full  bloom. 

Full  bloom. 

Full  to  past  bloom. 

Full  to  past  bloom. 

Early  to  full  bloom. 

Seed  disseminated  on  most  plants. 

Full  bloom. 


B-2 


APPENDIX  B 


Table  B-l 

INDICATORS  OF  VEGETATIVE  READINESS  -  SEASON-LONG  RANGE1 

(Cont'd) 


SPECIES 


COMMON  NAME 


STAGE  OF  DEVELOPMENT 
INDICATING  RANGE  READINESS2 


Valeriana  spp. 
Veratrum  califonicum 
Wyethia  spp. 
Zygadenus  spp. 
Browse  and  Trees: 
Amelanchier  spp. 
Cercocarpus  spp. 
Crataegus  spp. 
Populus  tremuloides 
Potentilla  fruticosa 
Primus  virginiana 
Purshia  tridentata 
Ribes  spp. 
Salix  spp. 
Sambucus  spp. 
Symphoricarpos  spp. 


Valerian 
False  hellebore 
Mules  ear  or  Wyethia 
Deathcamas 

Serviceberry 

Mountain  mahogany 

Hawthorn 

Aspen 

Shrubby  cinquefoil 

Chokecherry 

Bitterbrush 

Current,  Gooseberry 

Willow 

Elderberry 

Snowberry 


Fully  developed,  blooming. 
Budding  to  early  bloom. 
Full  bloom  to  plants  starting  to  dry. 
Full  bloom. 

Fruit  forming. 

Fully  leafed. 

In  full  bloom. 

Fully  leafed  -  deep  green. 

In  full  bloom. 

Full  to  past  blooming 

In  bloom. 

Flowering  50%  or  more. 

Fully  leafed. 

Full  bloom. 

Full  leaf,  budded  to  blooming. 


1  Source:  USFS  Range  Analysis  and  Management  Handbook,  R-2,  FSH  3/85  Amendment  No.  15. 

2  In  every  case,  the  key  forage  perennial  grass  species  should  have  reached  the  stage  development  listed.    Leaf  height  is  the  average  height  of 
all  leaves,  except  the  few  longest  or  the  shortest,  when  held  upright  and  measured. 
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RANGE  TREATMENTS  AND  PROJECTS  IN  THE  PLANNING  AREA 
FISCAL  YEARS  1981-1991 


Total 

Range 
Improvement 

Funds 
Expended1  ($) 

Number  and  Types  of  Projects  Completed 

Fiscal 
Year 

Cattle 
Guards 

Springs 

Fences 

Burns 

Stock          Spray 

Trails        Treatments      Pipelines 

Spray 
Treatments 
and  Seedings 

81 

61,500 

15 

21 

82 

48,781 

6 

13 

3 

1 

1 

83 

107,048 

6 

25 

4 

4 

1 

84 

15,000 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

85 

25,195 

1 

4 

2 

1 

86 

14,900 

1 

3 

1 

87 

9,487 

2 

3 

88 

14,940 

4 

2 

1 

89 

15,100 

1 

4 

1 

2 

90 

13,070 

2 

3 

Notes:  '     Costs  are  estimated 
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VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  CLASSES 


VRM  CLASS  III 


The  Bureau  of  Land  Management's  Visual  Resource 
Management  (VRM)  System  provides  a  method  for 
analyzing  and  managing  visual  resources  on  public 
lands.  The  basis  of  the  VRM  System  is  an  inventory 
of  visual  resources.  The  components  of  the  inventory 
are  determinations  of  scenic  quality,  numbers  of 
viewers,  public  attitudes  regarding  maintenance  or 
modification  of  the  scenery,  the  distance  from  which 
areas  are  viewed,  and  the  existence  of  special 
considerations  such  as  natural  area  or  wilderness 
designations.  All  of  these  components  are 
incorporated  into  a  formula  used  to  determine  VRM 
classification  ratings  ranging  from  highly  valued 
visual  resource  lands  (VRM  Class  I  and  VRM  Class 
II)  to  the  least  valued  lands  (VRM  Class  IV).  A 
special  fifth  class  (VRM  Class  R)  is  used  to  identify 
lands  where  rehabilitation  is  needed  to  improve  visual 
qualities. 

The  management  objectives  for  each  VRM  class  are: 

VRM  CLASS  I 

Visual  contrast  caused  by  land  use,  development,  or 
construction  activities  should  be  within  low  levels 
similar  to  those  of  natural  or  ecological  changes 
typical  in  a  given  area.  This  protective  classification 
is  applied  to  wilderness  areas,  wild  and  scenic  river 
corridors,  natural  landmarks,  and  other 
congressionally  designated  areas  whose  management 
is  aimed  at  protecting  their  natural  and  scenic  values. 

VMR  CLASS  II 

Visual  contrast  caused  by  land  use,  development,  or 
construction  activities  should  be  within  low  to 
moderate  levels.  The  changes  should  be  relatively 
inconspicuous  within  their  context. 


Visual  contrast  caused  by  management  activities 
should  be  within  moderate  to  high  levels,  but  remain 
subordinate  to  the  characteristic  landscape. 

VRM  CLASS  IV 

Visual  contrast  caused  by  management  activities  may 
be  high  to  extreme  levels,  and  become  a  dominant 
feature  within  the  context,  but  the  design  should 
incorporate  elements  found  in  the  characteristic 
landscape  context. 

VRM  CLASS  MR.  HIR.  AND  IVR 

This  interim  classification  is  applied  to  areas  where 
existing  or  proposed  management  activity  has  or  will 
cause  extreme  visual  contrasts  without  incorporating 
characteristic  landscape  elements  in  its  design.  The 
aim  is  to  reclaim  some  of  these  elements  to  achieve 
visual  contrast  consistent  with  the  objectives  of  the 
original  class. 

A  low  visually-contrasting  project  would  be  visible 
but  should  not  attract  the  attention  of  a  casual 
observer.  A  high  visually-contrasting  project  would 
dominate  the  landscape  and  be  a  major  focus  of  a 
casual  observer. 

The  VRM  system  is  utilized  to  determine  appropriate 
visual  design  measures  for  proposed  land  uses.  The 
degree  of  visual  contrast  between  proposed  projects 
and  alternatives  and  the  surrounding  landscape  are 
often  compared  as  part  of  an  overall  environmental 
analysis  of  project  proposals.  As  a  result  of  this 
analysis,  measures  designed  to  reduce  visual  contrast 
or  meet  VRM  class  objectives  are  oftenincorporated 
into  the  design  and  construction  methods  of 
authorized  land  uses. 
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APPENDIX  D 

DISPOSAL  TRACTS,  ACQUISITION  CRITERIA, 
RIGHTS-OF-WAY  CORRIDORS,  AND  LANDS  AND  REALTY 


PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
CATEGORY  I  DISPOSAL  TRACTS 

1.  T.  14  S.,  R  86  W.,  Sec.  1:  S  1/2  SE  1/4  SW 
1/4  -20  acre  isolated  tract,  on  East  River  near  town 
of  Crested  Butte,  difficult  to  manage  and  is  adjacent 
to  private  subdivision  developments  on  two  sides. 

2.  T.  15  S.,  R.  87  W.,  Sec.  1:  Lot  2,  SW  1/4  NE 
1/4  -  80.11  acre  isolated  tract,  near  Carbon  Creek 
that  is  uneconomical  to  manage;  adjacent  to  USPS. 

3.  T.  15  S.,  R.  86  W.,  Sec.  7:  NE  1/4  SE  1/4  -  40 
acre  isolated  tract,  near  Baldwin  that  is  uneconomical 
to  manage. 

4.  T.  15  S.,  R.  84  W.,  Sec.  28:  SE  1/4  SE  1/4  -  40 
acre  isolated  tract,  near  Taylor  River  in  Elsinor 
Ranch,  difficult  and  uneconomical  to  manage. 

5.  T.  49  N.,  R.  3  E.,  Sec.  8:  SE  1/4  SW  1/4  -  40 
acre  isolated  tract,  near  Quartz  Creek,  difficult  and 
uneconomical  to  manage. 

6.  T.  49  N..R.2E.,  Sec.  17:  SE  1/4  NE  1/4,  NE 
1/4  SE  1/4  -  80  acre  isolated  tract,  near  Tomichi 
Creek  that  is  difficult  and  uneconomical  to  manage. 

7.  T.  49  N.,  R.  5  W.,  Sec.  21:  E  1/2  NE  1/4,  NE 
1/4  SE  1/4  -  120  acre  isolated  tract,  difficult  and 
uneconomical  to  manage. 

8.  T.  49  N.,  R.  5  W.,  Sec.  34:  NE  1/4  -  160  acre 
isolated  tract,  difficult  and  uneconomical  to  manage; 
Current  BuRec  withdrawal  in  revocation  process. 

9.  T.  48  N.,  R.  4-1/2  E.,  Sec.  24:  Lot  6-3.78  acre 
isolated  sliver  of  public  land,  difficult  and 
uneconomical  to  manage;  Templeton  ranch. 

10.  T.  48  N.,  R.  3  W.,  Sec.  8:  NE  1/4  -  160  acre 
isolated  tract,  difficult  and  uneconomical  to  manage. 


11.  T.  48  N.,  R.  3  W.,  Sec.  21:  SW  1/4  NE  1/4, 
SE  1/4  NW  1/4,  W  1/2  SE  1/4  -  160  acre  isolated 
tract. 

12.  T.  48  N.,  R.  5  W.,  Sec.  9:  Lots  1,2,3,4,  W  1/2 
NW  1/4,  NW  1/4  SW  1/4  -  Western  part  of  Section, 
adjacent  to  NPS;  -  212.96  acre  isolated  tract. 

13.  T.  48  N..R.5W.,  Sec.  20:  Lot  9;  Sec.  21:  Lot 
1  -  57.08  acre  isolated  tract. 

14.  T.  48  N.,  R.  6  W.,  Sec.  13:  Lots  1,  2,  and  7  - 
121.98  acre  isolated  tract. 

15.  T.  48  N..R.6W.,  Sec.  25:  SE  1/4  SE  1/4  -  40 
acre  isolated  tract. 

16.  T.  47  N.,  R.  1  W.  ,  Sec.  29:  NW  1/4  NW  1/4  - 
40  acre  isolated  tract  -  Big  Mud  Pond  Area. 

17.  T.  47  N..R.1W.,  Sec.  34:  S  1/2  SW  1/4  -  80 
acre  isolated  tract. 

18.  T.  47  N.,  R.  1-1/2  W.,  Sec.  25:  N  1/2  NE  1/4  - 
80  acre  isolated  tract. 

19.  T.  47  N.,  R.  3  W.,  Sec.  19:  E  1/2  NE  1/4,  NE 
1/4  SE  1/4  -  120  acre  isolated  tract. 

20.  T.  47  N..R.3W.,  Sec.  20:  NE  1/4  NW  1/4  - 
40  acre  isolated  tract. 

21.  T.  47  N..R.3W.,  Sec.  20:  NE  1/4  SW  1/4,  S; 
1/2  SW  1/4;  Sec.  29:  NW  1/4  -  280  acre  isolated 
tract. 

22.  T.  47  N.,  R.  3  W.,  Sec.  20:  SE  1/4  NE  1/4, 
NE  1/4  SE  1/4  -  80  acre  isolated  tract. 

23.  T.  47  N..R.5W.,  Sec.  8:  Lot  14  -  20.45  acre 
isolated  tract. 
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24.   T.  47  N..R.5W.,  Sec.  9:  Lot  22  -  19.45  acre 
isolated  tract. 


41.    T.  48  N.,  R.  3  W.,  Sec.  6:  Lot  2  -  31.28  acre 
isolated  tract. 


25.  T.  47  N.,  R.  5  W.,  Sec.  10:  Lots  1,3,4,5,  NE 
1/4  SE  1/4  -  133.43  acre  isolated  tract. 

26.  T.  47  N..R.6W.,  Sec.  14:  SE  1/4  SE  1/4  -  40 
acre  isolated  tract. 

27.  T.  47  N.,  R.  6  W.,  Sec.  14:  NW  1/4  SW  1/4  - 
40  acre  isolated  tract. 

28.  T.  46  N.,  R.  2  E.,  Sec.  12:  SE  1/4  NE  1/4  -  40 
acre  isolated  tract. 


42.  T.  44  N.,  R.  4  W.,  Sec.  11:  Lots  2,  3,  4,  7,  8, 
and  11;  Sec.  14:  Lots  12  and  13  -  70.97  acres; 
irregularly  shaped  parcels  difficult  to  manage. 

43.  T.  43  N..R.4W,  Sec.  9:  NE  1/4  and  SE  1/4, 
identified  as  Tract  C  on  plat  revised  May  26,  1980  - 
.533  acres  difficult  and  uneconomical  to  manage;  this 
tract  is  too  small  to  identify  on  map  of  the  PRMP. 


CRITERIA  FOR  LAND  ACQUISITIONS 


29.  T.  46  N.,  R.  1  W.,  Sec.  33:  SW  1/4  NE  1/4, 
Lot  1  -  82.58  acre  isolated  tract. 

30.  T.  46  N.,  R.  2  W.,  Sec.  11:  Lots  2,  3,  5,  6,  7, 
8,  9,  12  &  13  -  103.95  acres  in  four  isolated  slivers 
around  Iron  Hill. 

31.  T.  46  N.,  R.  2  W.,  Sec.  12:  Lots  4,  5,  6,  7,  8, 
9  &  10  -  75.46  acres  in  three  isolated  small  tracts 
around  Iron  Hill. 

32.  T.  46  N,  R.  3  W,  Sec.  18:  SW  1/4  SE  1/4  - 
40  acre  isolated  tract  near  Indian  Creek. 

33.  T.  46  N.,  R.  3  W.,  Sec.  17:  SW  1/4  NE  1/4  - 
40  acre  isolated  tract. 

34.  T.  46  N,R.3W,  Sec  20:  NE  1/4  SE  1/4  -  40 
acre  isolated  tract. 

35.  T.  46  N..R.3W.,  Sec.  34:  SW  1/4  NW  1/4  - 
40  acre  isolated  tract. 

36.  T.  45  N.,  R.  2  E.,  Sec.  10:  SE  1/4  NE  1/4  -  40 
acre  isolated  tract. 

37.  T.  45  N.,  R.  2  E.,  Sec.  11:  Lot  1  -  45.10  acre 
isolated  tract. 

38.  T.  45  N.,  R.  1  W.,  Sec.  3:  E  1/2  SW  1/4  -  80 
acre  isolated  tract  in  Rock  Creek. 

39.  T.  45  N.,  R.  1  W.,  Sec.  5:  Lot  2  -  41.62  acre 
isolated  tract. 

40.  T.  48  N..R.4E.,  Sec.  30:  Se  1/4  NE  1/4  -  40 
acre  isolated  tract. 


The  following  list  of  general  land  acquisition  criteria 
will  be  used  to  evaluate  potential  parcels  for 
acquisition,  by  any  means: 

1.  Private  lands  within  areas  recommended  as 
suitable  for  designation  as  wilderness  or  adjacent  to 
such  areas  where  the  acquisition  would  add  to  the 
manageability  and  scenic  value  of  the  unit. 

2.  Private  lands  needed  for  management  of  wild  and 
scenic  rivers  and  wild  and  scenic  study  rivers. 

3.  Land  adjacent  to  and  inholdings  within  Special 
Recreation  Management  Areas  and  high  value 
recreation  areas. 

4.  Potential  national  or  historic  trails. 

5.  Potential  natural  or  research  natural  areas  or  areas 
for  cultural  or  natural  history  designation. 

6.  Potential  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern. 

7.  Threatened  or  endangered  species  habitat  areas. 

8.  Aquatic,  riparian,  and  wetland  habitat  areas 
(streams,  rivers,  lakes,  ponds). 

9.  Critical/crucial  game  winter  range  or  other 
important  wildlife  habitat. 

10.  Floodplain  areas  (100-year)  as  defined  in 
Executive  Order  11988,  dated  May  24,  1977. 

1 1 .  Private  land  that  would  improve  public  access. 


12.   High  country  summer  range. 
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The  following  socio-economic  information  from 
Chapter  Two  and  the  Appendixes  of  the  DRMP  is 
included  here  as  a  result  of  comments  received  on 
this  component  during  the  comment  period  on  the 
DRMP. 

Paragraphs  and  tables  from  pages  2-1  through  2-4 
of  the  DRMP: 

POPULATION  TRENDS 

The  total  population  for  the  ESA  has  increased  about 
32  percent  over  the  20-year  period  from  1970  to 
1990.  Gunnison  and  Hinsdale  counties  have 
experienced  the  largest  increases  in 


population.     Montrose  has  continued  to  have  the 
largest  population  of  the  four  counties  in  the  ESA. 


The  ESA  population  is  projected  to  increase  to 
52,658  (75  percent)  from  1970  to  2010.  For  the 
same  period,  Hinsdale  County  is  projected  to  have  a 
98  percent  increase,  the  largest  in  the  ESA; 
Gunnison  County's  population  is  expected  to  increase 
119  percent,  and  Saguache  County's  population  is 
expected  to  decline  32  percent  over  this  same  forty- 
year  period.  Table  E-l  shows  population  changes 
expected  in  the  ESA  for  the  period  1970  to  2010. 


Table  E-l 


ESA  POPULATION,  1970-2010 


ESA  COUNTY 


1970 


1975 


PER 

CENT 

CHANGE 

1970- 

1980  1985     1985 


19901 


1995 


2000 


2005 


PER 

CENT 

CHANGE 

1970- 

2010        2010 


Gunnison  7,714  9,396  10,720  11,173 

Hinsdale  203  353  414  412 

Montrose  18,357  20,468  24,546  25,595 

Saguache  3,833  4,098  3,947  3,950 

TOTALS  30,107  34,315  39,627  41,130 


45%  10,273  13,283  14,408  15,602  16,878  119% 

103%  467  406  429  454  484  98% 

39%  24,423  28,287  29,760  31,217  32,686  78% 

3%  4,619  3,557  3,250  2,935  2,609  32% 

37%  39,782  45,534  47,848  50,209  52,658  75% 


Source:   Colorado  Division  of  Local  Government  Demography  Section  (May  1991  Population  Projections) 
1 1 990  U  .S .  Bureau  of  the  Census 


EMPLOYMENT  AND  INCOME 

Employment  in  the  ESA  from  1982  through  1988 
increased  about  seven  percent.  Employment  stayed 
the  same  in  Gunnison  and  Hinsdale  counties. 
Montrose  County's  employment  increased  ten 
percent,  and  Saguache  County  employment  increased 
6.5  percent  during  the  period  1982-1988. 

The  unemployment  rates  for  the  ESA  have  generally 
exceeded  the  5.4  percent  unemployment  rate  for 
Colorado  for  1990.  Unemployment  rates  for  the 
ESA  counties  during  1990  were:     Montrose,  7.9 


percent;  Hinsdale,  2.3  percent;  Gunnison,  8.9 
percent;  and  Saguache,  12.3  percent.  The  rate  for 
the  ESA  during  1990  was  8.5  percent. 

During  1988  over  75  percent  of  the  employment  in 
the  ESA  occurred  in  the  four  sectors  of  services  (26 
percent),  retail  trade  (20  percent),  Government  (20 
percent),  and  finance  insurance  and  real  estate  (9 
percent).  The  smallest  sector  of  employment  in  the 
ESA  in  1988,  miscellaneous  agricultural  services, 
accounted  for  two  percent  of  the  work  force.  During 
1988,  the  sectors  accounting  for  the  largest  numbers 
of  employment  in  the  individual  ESA  counties  were 
similar  to  the  entire  ESA.    In  Gunnison  County  31 
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percent  of  the  workforce  was  engaged  in  services  and 
23  percent  were  in  retail  trade.  In  Hinsdale  County, 
27  percent  of  all  workers  were  in  the  retail  trade 
sector,  26  percent  were  in  government,  and  21 
percent  worked  in  services.  In  Montrose  County  25 
percent  of  the  workers  were  in  the  services  sector,  19 
percent  were  in  government,  and  19  percent  were  in 
retail  trades.  Saguache  County's  employment  in 
government  was  32  percent,  18  percent  were  in 
services,  and  14  percent  worked  in  retail  trades.  See 
Tables  E-5  through  E-9  for  more  information 
regarding  employment  and  employment  sectors  in  the 
ESA. 

RETAIL  SALES 

Retail  sales  for  the  ESA  counties  increased  51  percent 
during  1980-1989.  Hinsdale  County  had  a  73  percent 
increase,  the  largest  in  the  ESA,  while  Saguache 
County  had  an  increase  of  43  percent  during 
1980-1989.  Table  E-2  depicts  retail  sales  in  millions 
of  dollars  for  the  ESA. 

HOUSING 

Housing  vacancy  rates  in  all  ESA  counties  were  over 
10  percent  for  1980  and  1989.  Vacancy  rates  less 
than  10  percent  are  indicative  of  a  housing  shortage. 
Although  Table  E-3  figures  appear  to  show  that  all 
four  counties  could  absorb  light  and  perhaps  heavy 
growth  with  existing  housing,  the  vacancy  rates 
shown  may  not  take  into  account  the  large  number  of 
seasonal  residents  in  Crested  Butte,  Lake  City,  and 
other  communities  in  the  ESA,  or  building 
conditions. 


ECONOMIC    SECTORS     POTENTIALLY 
AFFECTED  BY  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 
DECISIONS 

Over  60  percent  of  the  ESA  workforce  is  in  the 
service,  Government,  and  trade  sectors.  Most 
potential  effects  on  these  sectors  from  BLM  resource 
management  decisions  are  indirect  and  immeasurable. 
Thus  is  it  unlikely  that  any  of  the  RMP/EIS 
alternatives  will  significantly  impact  these  sectors 
representing  well  over  the  majority  of  economic 
earners. 

Changes  in  recreation  management  could  have 
localized  economic  impacts  in  the  ESA,  however, 
The  planning  area  derives  benefits  from  expenditures 
made  for  recreational  activities,  many  of  which  are 
not  presently  quantified. 

Tourism,  or  travel,  economic  impacts  in  the  ESA  for 
1990  are  quantified  and  shown  in  Table  E-4.  Travel 
generated  employment  represents  about  10  percent  of 
the  total  ESA  employment;  In  1990  Gunnison  County 
travel  related  employment  was  15  percent  of  the  total 
county  workforce;  Hinsdale  County  had  47  percent  of 
its  employment  related  to  travel,  Montrose  County 
had  five  percent  related  to  travel,  and  Saguache 
County  had  nine  percent  of  its  employment  related  to 
travel.  All  ESA  Counties  are  dependent  on  various 
tourism  related  income  sectors  for  their 
socio-economic  well  being,  especially  Hinsdale 
County,  with  the  least  amount  of  private  land  tax 
base  in  the  ESA.  Population  in  Hinsdale  County 
expands  from  approximately  400  during  winter  and 
spring  months  to  4600  during  peak  summer  and 
autumn  months. 


COUNTY 


Table  E-2 

TOTAL  RETAIL  SALES 

(IN  MILLIONS  OF  DOLLARS) 


1980 


1982 


1986 


1989 


Gunnison 
Hinsdale 
Montrose 
Saguache 


92.625 

97.097 

109.567 

138.43 

3.898 

5.304 

5.548 

6.73 

65.138 

178.935 

189.558 

251.28 

19.232 

18.223 

19.341 

27.58 

ESA  TOTALS 


280.893 


299.559 


324.014 


424.02 


Source:   Colorado  Department  of  Revenue 


E-2 


APPENDIX  E  -  SOCIO-ECONOMIC  DATA 

Table  E-3 
HOUSING  UNITS  AND  VACANCY  RATES  BY  COUNTY  AND  THE  ESA 

GUNNISON  HINSDALE  MONTROSE  SAGUACHE  ESA 

1980    1986    1989    1980    1986    1989    1980      1986      1989    1980    1986    1989      1980      1986      1989 

Total 

Housing     5,283  7,099  7,544      701       854      987  9,423    10,252    11,340  1,885   1,918  2,284    17,832   20,123    22,155 

Units 

Vacant 

Housing     2,039  2,727  3,037      538      689      827      995      1,164      1,619      525      464      884     4,097     5,044     6,367 

Units 

Housing     35.02  38.41  40.26  76.75  80.68  83.79   10.56     11.35      14.28  27.85  24.19  38.70     22.98     25.07     28.74 
Unit  Rate 

Source:    Division  of  Local  Government,  Demography  Section,  Local  Government  Survey 

Table  E-4 
IMPACT  OF  TRAVEL  ON  ESA  COUNTIES,  Projected  1990 


TRAVEL 

TOTAL  TRAVEL 

TRAVEL 

GENERATED 

EXPENDITURES 

GENERATED 

EMPLOYMENT 

STATE  TAX 

LOCAL  TAX 

COUNTY 

($1,000) 

PAYROLL  ($1,000) 

(JOBS) 

RECEIPTS 

RECEIPTS 

Gunnison 

45,972 

9,454 

1,053 

1,480 

655 

Hinsdale 

9,675 

1,918 

241 

339 

201 

Montrose 

22,497 

4,473 

551 

793 

285 

Saguache 

4,579 

876 

108 

148 

36 

ESA  TOTALS 

72,723 

16,721 

1,953 

2,760 

1,177 

Source:   Colorado  Tourism  Board,  U.S.  Travel  Data  Center,  County  Travel  Economic  Impact  Model  (CTErM) 
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Table  E-5 
EMPLOYMENT  AND  LABOR  FORCE  -  Gunnison  County 


GUNNISON 


PERCENT  OF  TOTAL 


1982 


1984 


1988 


1982 


1984 


1988 


Mining 

532 

375 

185 

Construction 

525 

640 

482 

Manufacturing 

178 

125 

119 

Transportation 

212 

248 

189 

Wholesale  Trade 

65 

44 

46 

Retail  Trade                                               1 

,458 

1,366 

1,379 

Finance,  Insurance,  Real  Estate 

518 

504 

546 

Services                                                        1 

,364 

1,359 

1,820 

Government                                                 1 

,038 

1,025 

1,124 

Misc.  Agriculture  Services 

50 

54 

74 

Not  Classified  Elsewhere 

Total  Nonfarming                                 5 

:,940 

359 

5,740 

5,934 

Farming 

349 

363 

Total  Employment  by  place  of             t 
work 

;,299 

6,089 

6,297 

County  Labor  Force 

Employment                                              5 

i,434 

5,324 

5,131 

Unemployment 

457 

306 

313 

Total  Labor  Force  by  place  of             £ 

;,89i 

5,630 

5,444 

residence 


8.96 

6.53 

3.12 

8.84 

11.15 

7.62 

3.00 

2.18 

2.00 

3.57 

4.32 

3.18 

1.09 

0.77 

0.78 

24.55 

23.80 

23.24 

8.72 

8.78 

9.20 

22.96 

23.68 

30.67 

17.47 

17.86 

18.94 

0.84 

0.94 

1.25 

100.00 


100.00 


100.00 


Source:   Colorado  Division  of  Local  Government  County  Profile 

(Blanks  indicate  suppressed  data  to  avoid  disclosure  of  confidential  information). 
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Table  E-6 
EMPLOYMENT  AND  LABOR  FORCE  -  Hinsdale  County 


HINSDALE 

PERCENT  OF  TOTAL 

1982 

1984 

1988 

1982 

1984 

1988 

Mining 

0 

0 

0.00 

Construction 

32 

62 

25 

15.09 

25.62 

11.74 

Manufacturing 

0.00 

Transportation 

0.00 

Wholesale  Trade 

0.00 

Retail  Trade 

61 

69 

57 

28.77 

28.51 

26.76 

Finance,  Insurance,  Real  Estate 

12 

21 

0.00 

4.96 

9.86 

Services 

31 

36 

44 

14.62 

14.88 

20.66 

Government 

46 

45 

55 

21.70 

18.60 

25.82 

Misc.  Agriculture  Services 

42 

18 

19.81 

7.44 

Not  Classified  Elsewhere 

Total  Nonfarming 

212 

242 

213 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

Farming 

23 

24 

23 

Total  Employment  by  place 
work 

of 

235 

266 

236 

County  Labor  Force 

Employment 

220 

682 

499 

Unemployment 

10 

13 

9 

Total  Labor  Force  by  place 
residence 

of 

230 

695 

508 

Source:  Colorado  Division  of  Local  Government  County  Profile 

(Blanks  indicate  suppressed  data  to  avoid  disclosure  of  confidential  information). 
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Table  E-7 
EMPLOYMENT  AND  LABOR  FORCE  -  Montrose  County 


MONTROSE 

PERCENT  OF  TOTAL 

1982 

1984            1988 

1982 

1984 

1988 

Mining 

809 

750 

262 

7.78 

7.12 

2.26 

Construction 

689 

688 

742 

6.63 

6.53 

6.41 

Manufacturing 

772 

754 

881 

7.43 
10.03 

7.16 
8.96 

7.60 

Transportation 

1,043 

946 

967 

8.35 

Wholesale  Trade 

320 

300 

267 

3.08 

2.85 

2.30 

Retail  Trade 

1,869 

1 

,827 

2,186 

16.07 

28.51 

18.87 

Finance,  Insurance, 

Real  Estate 

822 

928 

985 

7.91 

8.81 

8.50 

Services 

2,029 

2,325           2,914 

19.52 

22.06 

25.15 

Government 

1,908 

1,852 

2,164 

18.35 

17.57 

18.68 

Misc.  Agriculture  Services 

136 

168 

218 

1.31 

1.59 

1.88 

Not  Classified  Elsewhere 

100.00 

100.00 

Total  Nonfarming 

10,397 

10,538 

11,586 

100.00 

Farming 

1,248 

1,248 

1,272 

Total  Employment  by  place  of 

11,645 

11,786 

12,858 

work 

County  Labor  Force 

Employment 

Unemployment 

Total  Labor  Force  by  place  of 
residence 


10,104         10,151  10,932 

1,423  1,337  1,224 

11,527        11,488        12,156 


Source:   Colorado  Division  of  Local  Government  County  Profile 

(Blanks  indicate  suppressed  data  to  avoid  disclosure  of  confidential  information). 
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Table  E-8 
EMPLOYMENT  AND  LABOR  FORCE  -  Saguache  County 


SAGUACHE 

PERCENT  OF  TOTAL 

1982 

1984 

1988 

1982 

1984 

1988 

Mining 

26 

0.00 

2.16 

Construction 

75 

80 

92 

6.19 

6.64 

7.00 

Manufacturing 

0.00 

0.00 

Transportation 

31 

36 

40 

2.56 

2.99 

3.04 

Wholesale  Trade 

84 

90 

6.94 

0.00 

6.84 

Retail  Trade 

154 

140 

180 

12.72 

11.63 

13.69 

Finance,  Insurance,  Real  Estate 

119 

69 

78 

9.83 

5.73 

5.93 

Services 

208 

290 

241 

17.18 

24.09 

18.33 

Government 

385 

373 

420 

31.79 

30.98 

31.94 

Misc.  Agriculture  Services 

128 

103 

148 

10.57 

8.55 

11.25 

Not  Classified  Elsewhere 

Total  Nonfarming 

1,211 

1,204 

1,315 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

Fanning 

511 

500 

519 

Total  Employment  by  place 
work 

of 

1,722 

1,704 

1,834 

County  Labor  Force 

Employment 

1,926 

1,452 

1,453 

Unemployment 

263 

229 

250 

Total  Labor  Force  by  place 
residence 

of 

2,189 

1,681 

1,703 

Source:   Colorado  Division  of  Local  Government  County  Profile 

(Blanks  indicate  suppressed  data  to  avoid  disclosure  of  confidential  information). 
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Table  E-9 
EMPLOYMENT  AND  LABOR  FORCE  -  Four  County  ESA 


ESA 


PERCENT  OF  TOTAL 


1982 

1984 

1988 

1982 

1984 

1988 

Mining 

1,341 

1,151 

447 

7.55 

6.49 

2.35 

Construction 

1,321 

1,470 

1,311 

7.44 

8.29 

6.88 

Manufacturing 

950 

879 

1,000 

5.35 

4.96 

5.25 

Transportation 

1,286 

1,230 

1,196 

7.24 

6.94 

6.28 

Wholesale  Trade 

469 

344 

403 

2.64 

1.94 

2.12 

Retail  Trade 

3,542 

3,402 

3,802 

19.94 

19.19 

19.96 

Finance,  Insurance,  Real  Estate 

1,459 

1,513 

1,630 

8.22 

8.54 

8.56 

Services 

3,632 

4,010 
3,295 

5,019 
3,763 

20.45 
19.01 

8.54 
22.62 

26.35 

Government 

3,377 

19.75 

Misc.  Agriculture  Services 

314 

325 

440 

1.77 

1.83 

2.31 

Not  Classified  Elsewhere 

69 

105 

37 

0.39 

0.59 

0.19 

Total  Nonfarming 

17,760 

17,724        19,048 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

Farming 

2,141 

2,121 

2,177 

Total  Employment  by  place  of 
work 

19,901 

19,845        2 

1,225 

County  Labor  Force 

Employment 

17,684 

17,609         1 

8,015 

Unemployment 

2,153 

1,885 

1,796 

Total  Labor  Force  by  place  of 
residence 

19,837 

19,494        1 

9,811 

Source:   Colorado  Division  of  Local  Government  County  Profile 

(Blanks  indicate  suppressed  data  to  avoid  disclosure  of  confidential  information). 
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RECREATION  MANAGEMENT  AND  WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREAS 


CONTENTS  OF  APPENDIX  F 

Appendix  F  consists  of  Maps  F-l  through  F-5  and  Tables  F-l 
and  F-2.  Maps  F-l  through  F-3  depict  areas  that  are  open  or 
closed  to  motorized  vehicle  use  or  where  use  is  limited  either 
to  designated  routes  yearlong  or  seasonally  if  necessary,  for 
the  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan  (PRMP).  Maps  F-4 
and  F-5  depict  existing  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs)  and 
Special  Recreation  Management  Areas.  Table  F-l  lists  the 
designated  routes  along  which  motorized  travel  would  be 
permitted  in  the  PRMP.  Table  F-2  shows  the  acreage  of  each 
WSA  in  each  management  unit  in  the  PRMP. 


APPENDIX  F 


Table  F-l 

DESIGNATED  OFF-HIGHWAY  VEHICLE  ROUTES 

FOR  THE  PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

(See  Maps  F-l  and  F-2  for  location  of  routes  1-17) 


MAP  F-l 

REFERENCE 

NUMBER1  DESIGNATED  ROUTE 

1  BLM  Road  #3300  from  Lake  City,  generally  along  Henson  Creek  to  Engineer  Pass  and 
Planning  Area  boundary. 

2  BLM  Road  #3303  along  Nellie  Creek  to  USFS  boundary. 

3  From  BLM  Road  #3300  north  along  North  Fork  Creek  to  USFS  boundary;  includes  a 
short  segment  that  reenters  BLM  managed  land  upstream  along  North  Fork  Creek. 

43  BLM  Road  3320  from  BLM  Road  #3300,  south  and  east  along  Schaeffer  Gulch,  and  to 

head  of  Hurricane  Basin3. 

5  BLM  Road  #3306,   from  Colorado  Highway   149,  generally  along  Lake  Fork  of  the 
Gunnison  River  to  Cinnamon  Pass  and  Planning  Area  boundary. 

6  BLM  Road  #3314  from  BLM  Road  #3306  to  about  0.8  miles  north  of  Sloan  Lake,  in 
American  Basin. 

7  BLM  Road  #3309  along  Cottonwood  Creek,  from  Road  #3306  to  Junction  of  Snare  Creek 
and  Cuba  Gulch. 

8  BLM  Road  #3308  along  Wager  Gulch  from  BLM  Road  #3306  to  USFS  boundary. 

93  From  Road  #3306  south  of  Lake  San  Cristobal  in  Red  Mountain  Gulch  area,   north 

generally  to  the  northern  part  of  section  29,  T.  43  N.,  R.  4  W.3 

10  BLM  Road  #3322  from  Colorado  Highway  149,  and  a  trail  extension  at  road's  end  to  the 

USFS  boundary. 

II3  From  Colorado  Highway  149  NE  to  bridge  over  Lake  Fork  of  The  Gunnison  River,  then 

approx.    1  mile  north  along  existing  two-track  road  paralleling  river  to  a  designated 
terminus.3 

12  BLM  Road  #3305  from  Colorado  Highway  149  south  of  Lake  City  to  a  radio  tower. 

THE  NEXT  SEVEN  ROUTES  ,  a)  THROUGH  g),  ARE  LOCATED  IN  THE  ALPINE  TRIANGLE  SRMA, 
AND  ARE  TOO  SHORT  TO  SHOW  UP  ON  MAP  F-l 

a)3  From   BLM   Road   #   3306   southeast   into   the   meadow   across    from   the   gravel   pit; 

approximately  150  yards;  T.  42  N..R.4W.,  Sec.  4:  NE1/4NW1/4. 

b)3  From  BLM  Road  #3306  east  of  Bent  Creek,  north  to  several  undeveloped  campsites; 

approximately  100  yards;  T.  42  N.,  R.  5  W.,  Sec.  11:  SW1/4SE1/4. 

c)3  From  BLM  Road  #  3306  west  of  Bent  Creek,  south  past  the  Bent  Creek  restroom  to 

several  undeveloped  campsites;  approximately  120  yards;  T.  42  N.,  R.  5  W.,  Sec.   11: 
SW1/4SE1/4. 

d)3  From  BLM  Road  #  3309  (Cottonwood  Creek  Road),  beginning  about  100  yards  beyond 

the  Cataract  Gulch  trailhead,  south  to  an  undeveloped  campsite;  approximately  70  yards; 
T.  42  N.,  R.  5  W.,  Sec.  17:  SE1/4. 


F-l 


MAP  F-l 

REFERENCE 

NUMBER1 


DESIGNATED  ROUTE 


e)3 


From  BLM  Road  #  3306  southeast  to  the  Bon  Homme  mine;  approximately  .25  miles; 
T.  43  N.,R.6W.,  Sec.  34:  SE1/4,  Sec.  35:  SW1/4. 


f)3 

g)3 

132 

142 

152 
162 
IV 


From  BLM  Road  #  3300  northeast  to  the  Nellie  Creek  meadow;  approximately  100  yards; 
T.  44  N.,  R.  5  W.,  Sec.  35:  SW1/4NE1/4. 

From  BLM  Road  #  3300  southwest  to  the  Capitol  City  toilet  and  corral;  approximately  .25 
miles;  T.  43  N.,  R.  4  W.,  Sec.  12:  SE1/4. 

BLM  Road  #3087  (the  Rainbow  Lake  Road)  generally  along  East  Fork  Dry  Creek  to 
USFS  boundary2. 

Deep  Gulch  and  Maggie  Gulch  Roads  from  Ohio  Creek  Road  to  West  Antelope  Creek 
Road  and  USFS  boundary2. 

BLM  Road  #31 10  along  Sheep  Gulch  and  Lost  Canyon  to  USFS  boundary2. 

BLM  Road  #3105  from  Quartz  Creek  in  North  Parlin  Flats  vicinity  to  USFS  boundary2. 

See  Map  F-2  for  designated  routes  in  Unit  8,  South  Beaver  Creek  recommended  ACEC. 


Notes: 


See  numbers  and  routes  on  Maps  F-l  and  F-2  for  general  locations 

These  routes  would  continue  to  be  designated  OHV  routes,  if  necessary,  in  the  event  of  heavy  snowfalls  and  concentrated 

elk  or  deer  herds  from  12-1  through  3-31. 

These  are  newly  designated  routes  for  OHV  use  in  the  PRMP. 
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APPENDIX  F 


EXISTING  BLM  WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREA  ACRES 
AND  RECOMMENDED  WILDERNESS  AREA  ACRES 


POWDER- 
HORN 


AMERICAN 
FLATS 


RED  CLOUD 
PEAK 


BILL  HARE 
GULCH 


LARSON 
CREEK 


HANDIES 
PEAK 


WSA2/RWA2 

WSA/RWA 

WSA/RWA 

WSA/RWA 

WSA/RWA 

WSA/RWA 

54,059/47,982 

4,617/1,497 

37,579/0 

370/0 

880/0 

16,742/0 

Notes: 


These  acre  figures  were  calculated  using  BLM's  GIS  computerized  program,  and  are  approximate;  these  figures  do  not  equal  the  acre 
figures  in  BLM's  Wilderness  Study  Reports  and  EISs. 

WSA  =  Wilderness  Study  Area;  RWA  =  Recommended  Wilderness  Areas;  WSAs  were  studied  and  reported  on  separately  from 
this  RMP/EIS. 


Table  F-3 

APPROXIMATE  BLM  WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREA  AND  RECOMMENDED  WILDERNESS  AREA 
ACRES  IN  EACH  MANAGEMENT  UNIT  IN  THE  PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


MGT 

POWDER- 

AMERICAN 

RED  CLOUD 

BILL  HARE 

LARSON 

HANDIES 

UNIT 

HORN 

FLATS 

PEAK 

GULCH 

CREEK 

PEAK 

WSA2/RWA2 

WSA/RWA 

WSA/RWA 

WSA/RWA 

WSA/RWA 

WSA/RWA 

1 

2,487/0 

4,617/1,497 

31,223/0 

370/0 

880/0 

14,694/0 

2 

47,982/47,982 

4 

1,467/0 

5 

5,935/0 

12 

13/0 

13 

3,490/0 

15 

5/0 

421/0 

581/0 

16 

82/0 

Notes: 


These  acre  figures  were  calculated  using  BLM's  GIS  computerized  program,  and  are  approximate;  these  figures  do  not  equal  the  acre 
figures  in  BLM's  Wilderness  Study  Reports  and  EISs. 

WSA  =  Wilderness  Study  Area;  RWA  =  Recommended  Wilderness  Areas;  WSAs  were  studied  and  reported  on  separately  from 
this  RMP/EIS. 
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Resource  Area  Boundary 
Planning  Area  Boundary 
Major  Highways 


LIMITED  YEARLONG  TO 
DESIGNATED  ROUTES. 


LIMITED  SEASONALLY  TO 
DESIGNATED  ROUTES  FROM 
12/1-3/31  IF  NECESSARY 
DUE  TO  EXCESSIVE  SNOW 
DEPTHS. 


Public  lands  where  OHV  use  is  not  limited 
(seasonally  or  yearlong)  or  closed  are  OPEN 
to  OHV  use. 


Map  F-1 

Off-Highway  Vehicle  Use 

Limited  Areas 

PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


DESIGNATED  MOTORIZED  VEHICLE 
ROUTES.    (SEE  TABLE  F-1  FOR 
ROUTE  DESCRIPTIONS) 
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Designated  Motorized 
Vehicle  Routes 


Map  F-2 

Off-Highway  Vehicle  Use 

Designated  Routes,  Unit  8,  S.  Beaver  Creek  Proposed  ACEC 

PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
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Resource  Area  Boundary 
Planning  Area  Boundary 
Major  Highways 


11 


Scale  in  Miles 
1  "=  11  Miles 


CLOSED  AREAS 

Closed:  Areas  which  would  be  closed 
to  Off-Highway  Vehicle  use  yearlong. 


Public  lands  where  OHV  use  is  not  limited 
(seasonally  or  yearlong)  or  closed  are  OPEN 


Map  F-3 

Off  Highway  Vehicle  Use 

Closed  Areas 

PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
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Resource  Area  Boundary    _ 
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POWDERHORN  ISA*  (030-089) 
BILL  HARE  GULCH  WSA  (030-085) 
LARSON  CREEK  WSA  (030-086) 
AMERICAN  FLATS  WSA  (030-217) 
HANDLES  PEAK  WSA  (031-241) 
REDCLOUD  PEAK  WSA  (030-208) 
•ISA  =  Instant  Study  Area 
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Wilderness  Study  Areas 

in  the  Planning  Area 
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Resource  Area  Boundary 
Planning  Area  Boundary 
Major  Highways 


11 
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Lake  City 


\— 1 


1.  POWDERHORN  SRMA 

2.  ALPINE  TRIANGLE  SRMA 

3.  COCHETOPA  CANYON  SRMA 


Public  Lands  not  included  in  the  above  SRMAs  are 
contained  within  the  Gunnison  Extensive  Recreation 
Management  Area. 


Map  F-5 

Special  Recreation  Management  Areas 

in  the  Planning  Area 
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APPENDIX  G 
MITIGATING  MEASURES 


Appendix  G  lists  examples  of  possible  mitigating 
measures  which  would  be  incorporated  into  use 
authorizations  and  activity  plans  to  protect  specific 
resources  that  are  identified  below.  This  list  is  not 
intended  to  be  a  comprehensive  listing  of  all  possible 
mitigating  measures. 

SOIL  AND  WATER  RESOURCES 

Restriction  of  surface  disturbances  along  waterways 
Restrictions  on  forage  utilization  levels 
Closure  and  rehabilitation  of  roads 

RIPARIAN  AREAS 

Requirement  for  fencing 
Closure  and  rehabilitation  of  roads 
Restrictions  on  forage  utilization  levels 
Reclamation  of  disturbed  areas 

THREATENED,  ENDANGERED.  AND  SENSITIVE 
SPECIES 

Relocation  of  surface-disturbing  activities 
Relocation  of  the  individual  plant  or  animal 
Off-site  replacement  of  critical  habitat 

WILDLIFE  HABITAT 

Development  of  drop  structures  on  streams 
Rehabilitation  of  disturbed  sites 
Restrictions  on  forage  utilization  levels 
Seasonal  or  permanent  road  closures 
Requirement  for  increased  edge  areas 
Limitations  on  size  of  disturbances 


LIVESTOCK  GRAZING 

Requirement  for  reseeding  of  disturbed  areas  with 

palatable  species 

Requirement    for    fencing   of  areas    hazardous    to 

livestock 

Development  of  alternative  water  sources 

Installation  of  cattleguards 

FORESTRY 

Requirement  to  leave  snag  trees,  if  opportunity  to  do 

so  is  present 

Restrictions  on  burning 

Requirement    for    waterbars    or    culverts    in    road 

construction 

RECREATION 

Acquisition  of  alternative  access 

Alterations  in  project  design 

Relocation  of  roads 

Requirement  for  fencing  of  recreational  sites 

CULTURAL     AND     PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES 

Restrictions  on  road  construction 

Requirement  for  intensive  testing  and  excavation 

Relocation  of  surface-disturbing  activities 

Requirement  for  on-site  inspections  during  project 

development 
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AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 


RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLANNING  AND 
AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONCERN 

1 .  Definition: 

An  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC) 
is  an  area  on  public  land  containing  important 
historic,  cultural  and  scenic  values,  fish  or  wildlife 
resources  (species  or  habitat),  or  other  natural 
systems  or  processes.  An  ACEC  can  also  be  an  area 
for  which  protection  of  human  life  and  safety  from 
natural  hazards  is  felt  necessary.  An  ACEC 
management  plan  would  be  prepared  for  officially 
designated  areas  and  actions  would  be  implemented 
to  carry  out  whatever  special  management  is  needed 
to  insure  that  an  ACEC's  values  are  protected  to  the 
required  degree. 

2.  Characteristics  of  ACECs: 

To  be  considered  as  a  potential  ACEC  and  analyzed 
in  resource  management  plan  alternatives,  an  area 
must  meet  the  criteria  of  relevance  and  importance, 
as  established  and  defined  in  43  CFR  1610.7-2. 

A.    Relevance.     An  area  meets  the  "relevance" 
criterion  if  it  contains  one  or  more  of  the  following: 


4.  Natural  hazards  (including,  but  not 
limited  to,  areas  of  avalanche,  dangerous  flooding, 
landslides,  unstable  soils,  seismic  activity,  or 
dangerous  cliffs).  A  hazard  caused  by  human  action 
may  meet  the  relevance  criteria  if  it  is  determined 
through  the  resource  management  planning  process 
that  it  has  become  part  of  the  natural  process. 

B.  Importance.  The  value,  resource,  system, 
process,  or  hazard  described  above  must  have 
substantial  significance  and  values  in  order  to  satisfy 
the  "importance"  criteria.  This  generally  means  that 
the  value,  resource,  system,  process,  or  hazard  is 
characterized  by  one  or  more  of  the  following: 

1.  Has  more  than  locally  significant 
qualities  which  give  it  special  worth,  consequence, 
meaning,  distinctiveness,  or  cause  for  concern, 
especially  compared  to  any  similar  resource. 

2.  Has  qualities  or  circumstances  that  make 
it  fragile,  sensitive,  rare,  irreplaceable,  exemplary, 
unique,  endangered,  threatened,  or  vulnerable  to 
adverse  change. 

3.  Has  been  recognized  as  warranting 
protection  in  order  to  satisfy  national  priority 
concerns  or  to  carry  out  the  mandates  for  FLPMA. 


1.  A  significant  historic,  cultural,  or  scenic 
value  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  rare  or  sensitive 
archaeological  resources  and  religious  or  cultural 
resources  important  to  Native  Americans). 

2.  A  fish  and  wildlife  resource  (including, 
but  not  limited  to  habitat  for  endangered,  sensitive  or 
threatened  species,  or  habitat  essential  for  maintaining 
species  diversity). 

3.  A  natural  process  or  system  (including, 
but  not  limited  to,  habitat  for  endangered,  sensitive  or 
threatened  species;  rare,  endemic,  or  relic  plants  or 
plant  communities  which  are  terrestrial,  aquatic  or 
riparian;  or  rare  geological  features). 


4.  Has  qualities  which  warrant  highlighting 
in  order  to  satisfy  public  or  management  concerns 
about  safety  and  public  welfare. 

5.  Poses  a  significant  threat  to  human  life 
and  safety  or  to  property. 

C.    Special  Management  Attention.    To  be 

designated  as  an  ACEC,  an  area  must  require  special 
management  attention  to  protect  the  important  and 
relevant  values.  Therefore,  areas  which  have 
important  and  relevant  resource  values  and  for  which 
special  management  attention  is  prescribed  are  to  be 
designated  as  ACECs  using  the  procedures  set  forth 
in  this  section.  "Special  management  attention" 
refers  to  management  prescriptions  developed  during 
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preparation  of  an  RMP,  including  proposed  actions 
deemed  to  be  in  conformance  with  the  terms, 
conditions,  and  decisions  of  the  RMP.  These  are 
management  measures  which  would  not  be  necessary 
and  prescribed  if  the  critical  and  important  features 
were  not  present.  That  is,  they  would  not  be 
prescribed  in  the  absence  of  the  designation.  (In 
other  words,  the  concept  of  special  management  is 
relative.)  A  management  prescription  is  considered 
to  be  special  if  it  is  unique  to  the  area  involved  and 
includes  terms  and  conditions  specifically  to  protect 
the  important  and  relevant  value(s)  occurring  on  that 
area.  For  example,  a  seasonal  use  stipulation  on 
permits  or  other  use  authorizations  may  be  prescribed 
specifically  to  protect  life  and  safety  from  natural 
hazards.  Management  prescriptions  providing  special 
management  attention  should  include  more  detail  than 
prescriptions  for  other  areas  and  should  establish 
priority  for  implementation.  Special  management 
often  provides  for  consultation  and  coordination  with 
identified  groups  and/or  experts  having  interest  or 
expertise  in  the  affected  values. 


"management  prescriptions".  BLM's  Preferred 
Alternative  developed,  with  "PROPOSED  ACECS"; 
other  alternatives  still  have  "Potential  ACECs". 

G.  "PROPOSED"  and  "Potential"  ACECs 
described,  published  in  Draft  RMP/Eis,  and 
commented  on  for  90  days.  All  previous  changes,  or 
drops  in  nominated  or  "Potential"  ACECs  justified  in 
Appendix  of  Draft. 

H.  Comments     on     "PROPOSED"     and 

"Potential"  ACECs,  analyzed,  changes  made, 
justifications  written,  BLM's  proposed  RMP/Final 
EIS  written,  readied  for  publication  to  public. 
ACECs  passing  this  screen  to  be  "Recommended" 
ACECs. 

I.  Proposed  RMP/Final  EIS  published,  30  days 
to  protest  recommendations  in  documents,  including 
the  "Recommended  ACECs".  Changes  made  in 
ACECs  from  Draft  to  this  document  will  be 
explained. 


3.   ACECs  and  BLM's  RMP/EIS  Process 

A.  Potential  ACECs  nominated  by  BLM,  other 
agencies,  and  public. 

B.  ACEC  nominations  are  examined  for 
adherence  to  "relevance,  importance"  criteria  in  BLM 
Manual  1613. 

C.  ACEC  nominations  meeting  criteria  become 
"Potential  ACECs,  written  into  RMP  draft 
Alternatives,  with  their  "management  prescriptions". 


J.  BLM  responds  to  protests,  if  any,  then  State 
Director  approves  RMP  via  a  "Record  of  Decision" 
that,  when  published  in  the  Federal  Register, 
officially  designates  all  ACECs  in  the  Approved 
RMP. 

K.  Designated  ACECs,  and  their  management 
prescriptions,  are  implemented  including  writing  of 
additional  action  plans  for  ACECs  requiring  that 
detail. 


D.  "Potential  ACECs"  published  in  BLM's 
Draft  Alternative  description,  for  public  review, 
comment.  Nominations  not  forwarded  to  Alternatives 
justified. 

E.  Comments  on  "Potential  ACECs"  analyzed, 
considered  along  with  all  other  comments  on  Draft 
Alternatives,  changes  made  to  "Potential  ACECs"  as 
needed,  justifications  written. 

F.  "Potential  ACECs"  considered  further  in 
analyzing  impacts  of  recommendations  in  the 
Alternatives,    including    those    effects    of    ACEC 
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Table  H-l 
ACEC  NOMINATIONS  THAT  DID  NOT  MEET  SCREENING  CRITERIA 


AREA  NAME 

AND 
NOMINATOR1 


ANALYSIS  OF  SCREENING  CRITERIA 


Lake  City  Caldera  (CEC) 


The  area  nominated  is  not  a  caldera;  the  nomination  does  not  meet 
either  the  relevance  or  importance  criteria. 


Cebolla  Creek  Garnet  Area  (CEC) 


Horseshoe  Basin  Glacial  Rock  Area 
(BLM) 

Red  Mountain  Scenic  Area  (CEC) 


East    Elk    Creek    to    Red    Creek 
Paleontological  Area  (NPS) 


Andress  Exchange  Tract  Elk  and 
Deer  Crucial  Winter  Range 
(Gunnison  County) 


Cebolla     Creek     Fish     Spawning 
Crucial  Habit  at  Area  (NPS) 


The  values  for  which  this  area  was  nominated  (garnet-bearing  deposits) 
are  not  rare,  nor  is  their  potential  in  the  area  for  the  occurrence  of 
gem-quality  garnets;  no  immediate  threat  to  the  values  present;  the 
nomination  does  not  meet  either  the  relevance  or  importance  criteria. 

The  occurrence  of  these  glacial  rocks  is  neither  rare  nor  unique;  the 
nomination  does  not  meet  either  the  relevance  or  importance  criteria. 

The  values  for  which  this  area  was  nominated  (high-quality  scenic 
values)  are  not  rare,  unique,  nor  significant  in  the  region  or  the  local 
area;  no  immediate  threat  to  the  values  present;  the  nomination  does  not 
meet  either  the  relevance  or  importance  criteria. 

The  area  nominated,  other  than  in  Haystack  Cave  (a  potential  ACEC), 
does  not  possess  the  potential  for  occurrence  of  fossils  in  any  great 
abundance;  the  nomination  does  not  meet  either  the  relevance  or 
importance  criteria. 

The  size  of  the  nomination  does  not  contribute  significantly  to  the 
viability  of  elk  and  deer  populations;  the  nomination  does  not  meet 
either  the  relevance  or  importance  criteria;  no  immediate  threat  to 
habitat. 

The  fishery  as  an  individual  resource  does  not  contribute  significantly 
to  the  viability  of  trout  species  or  populations;  no  immediate  threat  to 
the  values  present;  the  nomination  does  not  meet  either  the  relevance 
or  importance  criteria. 


Note:    '  CEC  =  Colorado  Environmental  Coalition;  NPS  =  National  Park  Service;  BLM  =  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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Table  H-2 


POTENTIAL  AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

CONSIDERED  IN  ALTERNATIVES  IN  THE  DRAFT 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  THE 

PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


NAME  OF  AREA 
AND  VALUES 


RELEVANCE  AND  IMPORTANCE 


NOMIN- 

ACRES 

ATED 

BY: 

88,663  BLM; 

Rick 

Contains  several 

Athearn, 

other  potential 

Arden 

ACECs 

Anderson, 

BLM 

1.  Alpine:  Historical/  cultural, 
recreation,  and  scenic  values 
(includes  view  shed  as  seen  from 
the  Lake  Fork  and  Henson  Creek 
roads);  considered  in  Alternative  B; 
originally  nominated  as  the 
American  Flats  (historical  and 
recreation  values)  area. 


Relevance:  Significant  cultural  and  historic  values  present 
on  public  lands;  intensively  used  for  recreation  (hiking,  4 
wheel  drive  touring,  camping,  sightseeing).  Significant 
scenic  loop  drive  approximately  50  miles  in  length  (Lake 
City  as  beginning  and  end  of  drive);  traverses  Engineer  and 
Cinnamon  passes  and  follows  shore  of  Lake  San  Cristobal. 

Importance:  Significant  regional  and  national  awareness; 
destination  for  commercial  four  wheel  drive  tour  and  rental 
companies;  element  in  the  "Alpine  Explorer",  a  BLM 
information  and  education  publication;  important  to  economy 
of  Lake  City;  area  is  fragile  in  many  locations;  historic  sites 
are  deteriorating;  known  threat  to  historic,  scenic  values 
from  mining  and  vandalism,  potential  threat  from 
development;  contains  existing  2,300  acre  scenic  withdrawal 
along  Henson  Creek  and  Lake  Fork  roads;  drive  extends  into 
adjacent  BLM  San  Juan  Resource  Area;  historic  mining 
setting;  known  and  potential  threats  to  foreground  and 
middle  ground  landscapes  from  private  land  development  and 
mining. 


2.  Haystack  Cave:  Paleontological 
values;  considered  in  Alternative  D 
as  a  separate  ACEC. 


Relevance:  Significant  paleontological  site;  1/3  of  total 
fossils  still  present;  14,000  year  old  potential  pleistocene 
remains;  most  of  site  has  been  excavated. 

Importance:  Regionally  significant;  archaeological  site  also; 
unique  research  site;  nominated  to  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places;  only  known  site  containing  both  shrub  ox 
and  Woodland  musk  ox  remains;  60,000  faunal  specimens, 
40  species;  potential  threat  from  vandalism. 


5  BLM  in 

Colorado 

Alternative  D; 

Environ- 

Included in  W. 

mental 

Antelope  Creek 

Coalition1 

ACEC  in  Alt.  B, 

E  and  PRMP. 

3.   South  Beaver  Creek: 

Proposed  Colorado  Natural  Area; 
Astragalus  microcymbus  (skiff 
milkvetch)  populations;  considered 
in  Alternative  B,  D,  E  and  PRMP. 


Relevance:  Contains  populations  of  USF&WS  Category  II 
plant  species  (also  recommended  as  an  endangered  species). 

Importance:  Managed  under  cooperative  agreement  with 
Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program;  proposed  Research 
Natural  Area;  research  potential  by  a  N.M.  University; 
known  threat  to  plant  populations  from  grazing  and  wildlife. 


4,625  BLM  In 

USF&WS, 

Alternative  B; 

Joe 

9,895  BLM  In 

Capodice, 

Alternative  D; 

BLM 

4,565  BLM  In 

Alternative  E 

and  PRMP. 
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Table  H-2 

POTENTIAL  AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

CONSIDERED  IN  ALTERNATIVES  IN  THE  DRAFT 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  THE 

PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


NAME  OF  AREA 
AND  VALUES 


RELEVANCE  AND  IMPORTANCE 


ACRES 


NOMIN- 
ATED 
BY: 


4.  Powderhorn:  Recreation  and 
scenic  values;  considered  in 
Alternative  B 


Relevance:  Existing  primitive  area;  significant  visual  variety 
(scenery);  back  country  recreation  area;  no  motor  vehicle  use 
allowed. 


47,983  BLM 


Arden 

Anderson, 

BLM 


Importance:  Nationally  known  primitive  area;  closed  to 
motor  vehicle  use;  scenic  values  high;  receives  moderate 
amount  of  recreation  use. 


5.  East  Gunnison:  Crucial  big 
game  winter  range;  considered  in 
Alternative  B. 


Relevance:  Contains  habitat  necessary  for  maintaining  mule 
deer  and  elk  populations. 

Importance:  Attracts  hunters  nationally;  high  concentrations 
of  elk  and  deer  compared  to  areas  south  of  U.S.  50;  known 
threat  to  critical  range  from  grazing. 


37,503  BLM  in 

Ralph 

Alternative  B. 

Clark  III, 

Joe 

Capodice, 

BLM 

4,518  BLM; 

Joe 

included  in  W. 

Capodice, 

Antelope  Cr. 

BLM 

ACEC  in 

Alternatives  B, 

E,  and  PRMP. 

6.     Sapinero: 

winter  range. 


Crucial  big  game 


Relevance:  Important  significant  habitat  for  maintaining 
species  diversity  of  elk  and  deer;  first  acquisition  under 
Pittman  Robinson  (historic  relevance);  contains  Sapinero 
State  Wildlife  Area. 

Importance:  Attracts     hunters     nationally;     historic 

acquisition;  significant  habitat  regionally;  high  concentrations 
of  elk  and  deer;  important  for  herd  viability;  limited  OHV 
classifications,  closed  in  Sapinero  State  Wildlife  area; 
potential  threat  to  critical  range  from  grazing. 


7.  Lake  Fork  Canyon:  Scenic  and 
wildlife  values,  and  historic  railroad 
work  camps;  considered  in 
Alternative  B  and  D. 


Relevance:  Contains  nine  historic  railroad  work  camps; 
receives  20,000  Recreations  User  Days  annually;  contains  a 
10-animal  bighorn  sheep  herd;  high  quality  trout  fishing; 
high  value  scenery. 

Importance:  Significant  regional  recreation  values  (fishing, 
camping,  viewing  scenery);  important  brown  trout  fishery. 


4,685  BLM  in 

National 

Alternative  B; 

Park 

4,800  BLM  in 

Service 

Alternative  D. 

(NPS), 

Arden 

Anderson, 

BLM 
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POTENTIAL  AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

CONSIDERED  IN  ALTERNATIVES  IN  THE  DRAFT 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  THE 

PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


NAME  OF  AREA 
AND  VALUES 


RELEVANCE  AND  IMPORTANCE 


ACRES 


NOMIN- 
ATED 
BY: 


8.  Dillon  Pinnacles:  Scenic  and 
geologic  values;  considered  in 
Alternatives  D,  E,  and  PRMP. 


Relevance:  Outstanding  example  of  eroded  volcanic 
mudflow;  high  recreation  use;  accessible  and  visible  for 
miles;  significant  photo  subject. 

Important:  Regionally     significant;     vertical     spires 

(pinnacles)  warrant  highlighting;  potential  threat  to  view  shed 
from  private  land  development. 


190  BLM  in 

CEC, 

Alternative  D; 

Arden 

532  BLM  in 

Anderson, 

Alternative  E 

BLM 

and  PRMP; 

included  with  W. 

Antelope  Cr. 

ACEC  in 

Alternative  B. 

3,912  BLM  in 

Joe 

Alt.  D;  Included 

Capodice, 

in  Alpine 

BLM 

ACEC,  in  Alt. 

B. 

9.  Bighorn  Sheep-A: Bighorn 
Sheep  habitat  (name  changed  from 
Lake  City  Bighorn  Sheep  Range) 
now  is  the  smaller  of  the  two 
original  areas;  intheN.W.  corner 
of  American  Flats;  considered  in 
Alternative  D. 


Relevance:  Summer  and  winter  range  important  to  diversity 
of  species,  about  30  head  in  Bighorn  A  &  B. 

Importance:  Regionally  and  nationally  significant  habitat; 
fragile  resources;  disease  could  endanger  herd;  sensitive 
species  using  the  habitat;  known  threat  to  values  from 
grazing  (domestic  sheep). 


10.  Bighorn  Sheep-B:  Bighorn 
Sheep  habitat;  considered  in 
Alternative  D;  name  changed  from 
Handies  Peak. 


Relevance:  Summer  and  winter  range  important  to  diversity 
of  species;  about  30  head  in  Bighorn  A  &  B. 

Importance:  Regionally  and  nationally  significant  habitat; 
fragile  resources;  disease  could  endanger  herd,  sensitive 
species  using  the  habitat;  known  threat  to  values  from 
grazing  (domestic  sheep). 


4,762  BLM,  in 
Alt.  D;  Included 
in  Alpine 
ACEC,  Alt.  B. 


Joe 

Capodice, 

BLM 


11.  Cebolla  Creek:  Bighorn  Sheep 
Range;  considered  in  Alternative  D. 


Relevance:     Large  herd  of  80-100    animals  use  this  area;      9,812  BLM  in  Joe 

used  statewide  to  gather  transplant  animals.  Disease  in  1990     Alternative  D.  Capodice, 

reduced  herd  to  10:  could  still  support  healthy  herd.  BLM 


Importance:  Regionally  and  nationally  significant  habitat; 
fragile  resources;  disease  could  endanger  herd;  sensitive 
species  using  habitat;  known  threat  to  values  from  grazing 
(domestic  sheep). 
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Table  H-2 


POTENTIAL  AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

CONSIDERED  IN  ALTERNATIVES  IN  THE  DRAFT 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  THE 

PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


NAME  OF  AREA 
AND  VALUES 


RELEVANCE  AND  IMPORTANCE 


ACRES 


NOMIN- 
ATED 
BY: 


12.  Slumgullion  Earthflow:  Mass 
wasting  phenomenon;  geologic, 
scenic  values;  considered  in 
Alternatives  D,  E,  and  PRMP. 


Relevance:  Significant  earthflow;  research  and  article 
subject;  natural  processes  resulted  in  the  damming  of  Lake 
Fork  of  the  Gunnison  River  to  form  Lake  San  Cristobal, 
Colorado's  second  largest  natural  lake. 

Importance:  NPS  designated  National  Natural  Landmark, 
October,  1965;  BLM  and  Colorado  Natural  Area  Program's 
Geologic  Advisory  Group  (in  existence  from  1983  to  1988) 
recommended  the  area  as  a  Research  Natural  Area  (RNA); 
important  geologic  phenomenon;  Nationally  important; 
unstable  soils;  known  threat  to  view  shed  from  private  land 
development. 


1,370  BLM  in 
Alternative  D; 
1,407  BLM  in 
Alternative  E; 
included  with 
Alpine  Triangle 
ACEC  in  Alt.  B. 


CEC 


13.   Redcloud  Peak: 

Snow  willow  vegetative  community, 
habitat  for  USF&WS  endangered 
invertebrate;  considered  in 
Alternatives  D,  E,  and  PRMP. 


Relevance:     Habitat  is  significant  in  that  it  supports  the  5,950  BLM  in 

largest  of  two  known  viable  breeding  populations  of  a  listed  Alternative  D; 

species.  5,947  BLM  in 

Alternative  E 

Importance:       Uncompahgre    fritillary    butterfly    habitat;  and  PRMP; 

national  importance  regarding  the  existence  of  the  species  included  with 

and  research  value;  currently  being  researched  and  reported  Alpine  Triangle 

on;  known  threat  to  species  and  habitat  from  collectors  and  ACEC,  Alt.  B. 
domestic  sheep  grazing. 


Joe 

Capodice, 
BLM; 
USF&WS 


14.  West  Antelope  Creek  to 
Dillon  Mesa: 

Critical  big  game  winter  range; 
eagle  habitat;  Red  Creek  and  North 
Beaver  Creek  trout  spawning 
streams;  considered  in  Alternatives 
B,  E,  and  PRMP;  name  shortened 
to  West  Antelope  Creek. 


Relevance:  Significant  wildlife  habitat  (crucial  big  game 
winter  range  [elk,  deer,  bighorn  sheep],  bald  eagles,  trout 
spawning);  includes  Sapinero  State  Wildlife  Area;  essential 
for  species  diversity. 

Importance:  Nationally  important  for  hunting;  fragile  bald 
eagle  wintering  area;  trout  spawning  streams  essential  for 
fishery  within  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir. 


29,060  BLM  in 
Alternative  B; 
28,215  BLM  in 
Alternative  E 
and  PRMP. 


NPS 
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Table  H-2 

POTENTIAL  AREAS  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN 

CONSIDERED  IN  ALTERNATIVES  IN  THE  DRAFT 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  THE 

PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


NAME  OF  AREA 
AND  VALUES 


RELEVANCE  AND  IMPORTANCE 


ACRES 


NOMIN- 
ATED 
BY: 


15.  American  Basin:  Scenic  and 
recreation  values;  considered  in 
Alternative  D,  E,  and  PRMP. 


Relevance:  Highly  accessible;  significant  scenic  values; 
heavily  used  hiking  trails;  large  areas  of  striking  wildflower 
displays. 

Importance:  Nationally  important  destination  for  viewing 
wildflowers  and  high  country  scenery;  fragile,  exemplary 
mountain  tundra;  threatened  by  domestic  sheep  grazing; 
potentially  threatened  by  mining  and  homesite  development; 
important  to  hikers  and  motorists. 


1,577  BLM  in 

Arden 

Alternative  D; 

Anderson, 

1,595  BLM  in 

BLM 

Alt.  E  and 

PRMP;  also 

included  with 

Alpine  Triangle 

ACEC  in  Alt.  B. 

2,318  BLM; 

Arden 

Included  in 

Anderson, 

Alpine  Triangle 

BLM 

ACEC,  Alt.  B. 

16.  Loop  Road:  Scenic  resources; 
combined  with  Alpine  potential 
ACEC;  considered  in  Alternative  B. 


Relevance:  Existing  2,318  acre  protective  scenic  withdrawal; 
route  through  scenic,  historical  resources;  designated 
National  Backcountry  Byway  in  San  Juan  Mountains. 

Importance:  Nationally  important  and  visited  resource; 
National  significance  by  designation  as  a  "byway";  route 
traverses  fragile  historic  mining  period  structures;  is 
protected  by  a  BLM  scenic  withdrawal;  accesses  developed 
recreation  sites;  promoted  nationally  by  local  4-wheel  rental 
firms,  recognized  and  supported  by  Hinsdale  and  San  Juan 
County  Commissioners. 


Note:  '  CEC  =  Colorado  Environmental  Coalition 
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Wild  and  Scenic  River  Study  Analysis  for  the 

Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison  River  and  Other  Streams 

in  the  Planning  Area 


INTRODUCTION 

This  analysis  is  a  record  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  (W&SR)  study  process  that  is  being  conducted 
concurrently  with  the  Gunnison  Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP).  The  report  first  appeared 
in  the  Draft  Gunnison  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DRMP) 
published  in  March,  1991,  with  the  title,  Lake  Fork 
of  The  Gunnison  Wild  And  Scenic  River  Study 
Report.  The  title  of  this  Appendix  in  the  PRMP  has 
been  changed  to  more  accurately  describe  the 
contents  and  the  purpose  served  by  the  document. 
This  study  analysis,  in  addition  to  updating  the 
former  report  on  the  Lake  Fork  of  The  Gunnison 
River  for  the  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 
(PRMP),  includes  documentation  of  BLM's  eligibility 
determinations  of  all  the  other  river  and  stream 
segments  in  the  Planning  Area.  Please  refer  to 
Attachment  2  for  this  documentation.  The  only 
stream  segment  in  the  Planning  Area  found  to  be 
eligible  for  inclusion  into  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System  is  the  13.3  mile  Segment  A  of 
the  Lake  Fork  of  The  Gunnison  River,  from  Sloan 
Lake  to  Wager  Gulch.  The  other  streams  or  segments 
are  not  considered  or  studied  in  the  process  beyond 
the  eligibility  determination  step,  since  they  were 
determined  not  to  be  eligible. 

The  environmental  analysis  of  impacts  from 
"preliminary  administrative  recommendations  for 
W&SR  designation  or  non-designation"  of  eligible 
segments  are  discussed  in  Chapter  Five  of  this 
PRMP. 


Segment  A  -  Sloan  Lake  to  Wager  Gulch  -  13.3  miles 

Segment   B    -   Wager   Gulch   to   the   Red   Bridge 
Campground  -  38.5  miles 

Segment  C  -  Red  Bridge  Campground  to  Blue  Mesa 
Reservoir  -  5.2  miles 


DESCRIPTION  AND  LOCATION  OF  THE  STUDY 
AREA 

The  headwaters  of  the  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison 
River  (Lake  Fork)  are  at  Sloan  Lake  in  the  scenic 
American  Basin  at  an  elevation  of  12,600  feet  in  the 
San  Juan  Mountains  of  southwest  Colorado.  From 
there  the  Lake  Fork  generally  runs  east  to  Lake  San 
Cristobal  then  turns  north,  passing  through  Lake  City 
and  emptying  into  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir.  The  total 
river  length  is  approximately  57  miles  of  which  36.2 
miles  (64.7%)  is  privately  owned,  19.5  miles  (33%) 
is  managed  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM),  0.8  miles  (1.3  %)  is  managed  by  the  National 
Park  Service  (NPS)  and  0.5  miles  (1%)  is  managed 
by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  In  an  effort  to  evaluate 
portions  of  the  stream  with  similar  characteristics  the 
river  was  broken  into  three  segments.  The  river  is 
located  within  the  Alpine  Triangle  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area. 

These  segments  with  land  ownership  and  mileage,  are 
displayed  in  Table  1-1  and  1-2  and  Maps  1-1  through 
1-4. 


SEGMENTS  OF  THE  LAKE  FORK  OF  THE 
GUNNISON  RIVER 

Because  of  the  significant  differences  between  various 
parts,  the  57-mile  long  river  was  divided  into  three 
segments  which  will  be  evaluated  separately.  These 
are: 


Each  segment  was  separately  analyzed  with  respect  to 
the  various  study  criteria.  Map  1-1  shows  the  entire 
portion  of  the  river  studied.  A  river  corridor  of  lA 
mile  on  each  side  of  the  stream  was  evaluated  except 
in  American  Basin  where  the  corridor  was  expanded 
to  include  the  view  shed  of  the  basin. 


1-1 


APPENDIXES 


Table  1-1 
MILEAGE  OF  LAKE  FORK  OF  GUNNISON  RIVER  STUDY  SEGMENTS 


RIVER  SEGMENT 


TOTAL 

BLM 

NPS 

FS 

PRIVATE 

MILES 

MILES/% 

MILES/% 

MILES/% 

MILES/% 

13.3 

10.6/80% 

- 

-- 

2.7/20% 

38.5 

4.5/12% 

- 

0.5/1  % 

33.5/87% 

5.2 

4.4/85% 

0.8/15% 





A-Sloan  Lake  to  Wager  Gulch 
B-Wager  Gulch  to  Red  Bridge 
C-Red  Bridge  to  Blue  Mesa 


1  NPS  =  National  Park  Service;  FS  =  Forest  Service 


Table  1-2 
ACREAGE  OF  LAKE  FORK  OF  GUNNISON  RIVER  STUDY  SEGMENTS 


RIVER  SEGMENT 


TOTAL 

BLM 

NPS 

FS 

PRIVATE 

ACRES 

ACRES/% 

ACRES/% 

ACRES/% 

ACRES/% 

4,960 

4,315/87% 

~ 

-- 

645/13% 

10,940 

2,467/22% 

-- 

325/3% 

8,147/75% 

1,525 

1,325/88% 

67/4% 

— 

132/8% 

A-Sloan  Lake  to  Wager  Gulch 
B-Wager  Gulch  to  Red  Bridge 
C-Red  Bridge  to  Blue  Mesa 


1  NPS  =  National  Park  Service;  FS  =  Forest  Service 


STUDY  PROCESS 

The  wild  and  scenic  river  study  process  includes 
three  steps: 

1.  Determine  if  potential  river  segments  are  eligible 
for  wild  and  scenic  designation; 

2.  Determine  the  potential  classification  of  the 
eligible  segments  as  wild,  scenic,  recreation  or 
any  combination  thereof;  and 

3.  Conduct  a  suitability  study  to  determine  if  the 
segment  is  suitable  for  inclusion  into  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 

Study  procedures  are  found  in  guidelines  from  the 
U.S.  Departments  of  Interior  and  Agriculture 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System;  Guidelines 
for  Eligibility.  Classification  and  Management  of 
River  Areas  (Federal  Register  Vol.  7  No  173,  Sept. 


7,  1982),  and  BLM's  Guidelines  For  Fulfilling 
Requirements  of  The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act, 
August,  1988,  and  the  draft  update  of  this  guidance. 
Based  on  this  guidance,  the  study  process  has  been, 
and  will  continue  to  be,  conducted  as  a  regular  part 
of  the  BLM  RMP  process.  The  DRMP  was 
published  in  March,  1991,  for  a  90-day  period  to 
permit  the  public  to  comment  on  all  alternatives  and 
recommended  decisions,  including  preliminary 
designation  and  non-designation  recommendations  of 
the  five  alternatives  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS,  and  the 
study  report  published  in  the  DRMP.  These 
comments  were  analyzed  and  addressed  as 
appropriate  and  included  in  this  PRMP.  This 
Appendix  is  a  revised  version  of  the  study  report 
published  in  the  DRMP  as  Appendix  I. 
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The  PRMP  contains  one  "alternative"  and  the 
environmental  impacts  of  those  management 
decisions.  The  PRMP  will  be  published  and 
distributed  for  a  30-day  period  in  which  proposed 
decisions  can  be  protested,  including  those  associated 
with  this  study  analysis  (determinations  of  eligibility, 
classification,  and/or  suitability  or  non-suitability). 

After  any  protests  received  are  resolved  by  the 
Director  of  the  BLM,  an  approved  Resource 
Management  Plan/Record  of  Decision  (RMP/ROD) 
will  be  published  and  made  available.  Once  the 
RMP/ROD  becomes  effective,  the  BLM's  role  is 
determined  by  the  designation  or  non-designation 
decision.  If  the  decision  does  not  recommend  any 
segments  as  "suitable  for  designation"  then  the 
BLM's  role  is  concluded.  If  a  segment  is  found  to 
be  "suitable  for  designation"  in  the  RMP/ROD,  BLM 
could  prepare  a  separate  Study  Report/ROD 
document,  with  an  accompanying  Legislative  EIS  that 
would  consist  of  data  extracted  from  the  RMP/EIS 
documents.  This  package  could  be  submitted  to  The 
Department  of  Interior  for  further  recommendation. 
The  BLM  would  develop  an  interim  management  plan 
to  protect  the  outstanding  features  that  qualify  the 
river  for  inclusion.  This  plan  would  be  followed  for 
three  years  to  give  Congress  an  adequate  opportunity 
to  act  on  the  BLM's  recommendations. 

An  implementation  process  is  then  begun 
immediately  after  approval  of  the  RMP  for  most 
decisions  within  the  plan,  including  implementing 
interim  management  within  eligible  and  suitable 
segments,  if  appropriate. 


ELIGIBILITY,  CLASSIFICATION  AND 
SUITABILITY  CRITERIA 

To  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  national  system,  a 
study  segment  must  be  free-flowing,  and  the  river 
and  its  adjacent  land  area  must  possess  at  least  one 
outstandingly  remarkable  value.  There  are  no 
specific  requirements  regarding  the  length  or  flow  of 
an  eligible  river  segment.  Length  and  flow  are 
sufficient  if  they  sustain  or  complement  the 
outstandingly  remarkable  values  for  which  the  river 
would  be  designated.  The  minimum  study  corridor 
includes  the  river  and  the  adjacent  lands  to  0.25  mile 
from  the  riverbank.  A  wider  corridor  may  be  studied 


if  inclusion  could  facilitate  improved  management  of 
resources  in  the  river  area.  Segments  determined  to 
be  non-eligible  are  not  considered  or  studied  further 
in  the  process. 

A  segment's  potential  classification  depends  on  the 
condition  of  the  river  and  adjacent  lands  as  they  exist 
at  the  time  of  the  study.  The  Act  specifies  three 
classification  categories  for  eligible  rivers:  wild, 
scenic,  and  recreational. 

To  be  classified  as  wild,  a  river  segment  must  be  free 
of  impoundments.  The  area  must  show  little 
evidence  of  human  activity  and  be  generally 
inaccessible  except  by  trail.  The  watersheds  or 
shorelines  must  be  primitive,  with  no  structures  or 
modifications  of  the  river  course.  The  water  must  be 
unpolluted. 

To  be  classified  as  scenic,  a  river  segment  must  be 
free  of  impoundments.  The  area  must  not  show 
substantial  evidence  of  human  activity.  It  may  be 
accessible  by  roads  in  places  or  have  occasional 
bridges.  The  watershed  or  shoreline  must  be  largely 
primitive  and  undeveloped. 

To  be  classified  as  recreational,  a  river  segment  may 
have  been  impounded  or  diverted  in  the  past  if  its 
appearance  remains  generally  natural.  It  may  be 
readily  accessible  by  road  or  railway  or  be  crossed  by 
bridges.  It  may  have  some  development  along  the 
shoreline  or  show  substantial  evidence  of  human 
activity. 

Some  factors  to  consider  in  the  suitability 
determination  include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

1 .  Characteristics  that  do  or  do  not  make  the  area  a 
worthy  addition  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System. 

2.  Current  status  of  landownership,  use  in  the  area, 
including  the  amount  of  private  land  involved 
and  associated  or  conflicting  uses. 

3.  Reasonably  foreseeable  potential  uses  of  the  land 
and  related  waters,  which  would  be  enhanced, 
foreclosed,  or  curtailed  if  the  area  were  included 
in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System, 
and  the  values  which  could  be  foreclosed  or 
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diminished  if  the  area  is  not  protected  as  part  of 
the  system. 

4.  Public,  State,  local,  or  Federal  interest  in 
designation  of  the  river,  including  the  extent  to 
which  the  administration  of  the  river,  including 
the  costs  thereof,  may  be  shared  by  State,  local, 
or  other  agencies  and  individuals. 

5.  Estimated  cost  of  acquiring  necessary  lands  and 
interests  in  lands  and  of  administering  the  area  if 
it  is  added  to  the  system. 

6.  Ability  of  the  agency  to  manage  the  river  area  or 
segment  as  a  W  &  S  river. 

7.  Historical  or  existing  rights  which  would  be 
adversely  affected  as  to  foreclose,  extinguish, 
curtail,  infringe,  or  constitute  a  taking  that  would 
entitle  the  owner  to  just  compensation  if  the  area 
were  included  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System.  In  the  suitability  analysis, 
adequate  consideration  will  be  given  to  rights 
held  by  owners,  applicants,  lessees,  or  claimants. 

8.  Other. 

RELATIONSHIP  OF  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVERS 
ACT  TO  PRIVATE  LANDS 

Land  use  controls  on  private  lands  are  a  matter  of 
state  and  local  zoning.  Although  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act  of  1968  includes  provisions  encouraging 
protection  of  river  values  through  State  and  Federal 
land  use  planning,  these  provisions  are  not  binding  on 
local  governments. 

The  Federal  government  is  responsible  for  ensuring 
that  management  of  designated  rivers  meets  the  intent 
of  the  act.  In  the  absence  of  local  or  state  river 
protection  provisions,  the  Federal  government  could 
ensure  protection  through  acquisition  of  private  lands 
or  interests  in  lands. 

The  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  specifically  prohibits 
Federal  use  of  condemnation  in  the  fee  title  purchase 
of  lands  if  50  percent  or  more  of  the  land  within  the 
boundary  is  already  in  public  ownership.  The  BLM 
manages  about  87%  (4,315  acres)  of  the  surface 
estate  in  Segment  A.     The  act  does  provide  the 


Federal  government  with  authority  to  purchase 
scenic,  conservation,  or  access  "easements"  through 
condemnation  proceedings,  but  this  measure  of  last 
resort  would  be  used  only  as  necessary  to  remove  a 
threat  to  the  river. 

The  basic  objective  of  wild  and  scenic  river 
designation  is  to  maintain  the  existing  condition  of  the 
river.  If  a  land  use  or  development  clearly  threatens 
the  outstandingly  remarkable  value,  which  resulted  in 
designation  of  the  river,  efforts  would  be  made  to 
remove  the  threat  through  local  zoning,  land 
exchanges,  purchases  from  willing  sellers,  and  other 
actions  except  condemnation.  Agriculture  and 
grazing  activities  occurring  at  the  time  of  designation 
would  generally  not  be  affected. 

ANALYSIS  OF  ELIGIBILITY,  CLASSIFICATION, 
AND  SUITABILITY 

Eligibility  Determination 

Segment  A  meets  both  criteria  for  eligibility.  It  is 
free  flowing  though  some  rip  rapping  has  occurred. 
Some  small  diversions  exist  in  Segment  A  to  fill  6 
lakes  on  private  land  within  the  study  corridor.  The 
river  and  associated  study  corridor  within  Segment  A 
also  possess  outstandingly  remarkable  scenic  values. 
This  area  is  part  of  the  BLM's  Alpine  Triangle 
Special  Recreation  Management  Area  which  receives 
approximately  600,000  visitor  days  annually. 

Much  of  this  recreation  use  centers  around  the  Alpine 
Loop  National  Backcountry  Byway.  This  rough  road 
parallels  most  of  segment  A  within  the  study 
corridor.  Most  of  this  vehicle  recreation  is  focused 
on  the  area's  spectacular  scenery.  The  river  itself  is 
important  to  recreation  mainly  to  the  extent  it 
contributes  to  scenic  beauty  and  diversity.  Some 
fishing  does  occur  in  the  lower  portion  from  Sherman 
down  to  the  Mill  Creek  Campground.  No  rafting, 
kayaking  or  other  river  dependent  recreation  occurs 
along  this  segment. 

Segment  B  from  Wager  Gulch  to  the  public  land 
boundary  south  of  the  Red  Bridge  Campground  was 
not  found  to  be  eligible  for  inclusion  because  it  did 
not  meet  either  criteria  for  eligibility.  It  is  not  free 
flowing.  There  are  numerous  diversions  to  fill 
streamside  lakes.   There  is  a  large  hydroelectric  dam 
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and  spillway  near  Lake  City.  The  outlet  of  Lake  San 
Cristobal  has  been  artificially  raised  to  maintain  the 
level  of  the  lake.  The  most  recent  work  on  the  outlet 
structure  was  in  the  spring  of  1990.  There  is 
significant  riprap  along  much  of  the  length, 
particularly  along  Highway  149  north  of  Lake  City. 

Extensive  gabion  structures  on  the  Thomas  property 
divert  and  channelize  the  river.  This  segment  also 
lacks  characteristics  that  could  be  considered 
outstandingly  remarkable.  No  known  threatened  or 
endangered  species  exist  within  the  study  corridor  in 
Segment  B.  The  scenic  values  are  good,  but  not 
outstanding  and  there  are  many  man-made  features 
such  as  roads,  bridges,  mines,  gravel  pits,  houses  and 
a  small  town  within  the  corridor.  Recreation  values, 
which  are  mostly  centered  around  fishing,  are 
extremely  limited  due  to  the  preponderance  of  private 
land  in  the  segment  (88%  of  the  stream  miles).  The 
public  has  access  only  to  small  and  isolated  tracts  of 
public  land  which  tends  to  diminish  the  recreation 
experience.  Conflicts  between  rafters  and  private 
landowners  have  resulted  in  the  river  in  Segment  B 
being  closed  to  boater  passage.  There  are  some 
historical  and  cultural  features  along  this  segment  but 
none  are  outstanding.  There  are  no  outstanding 
wildlife,  geologic  or  other  values  that  would  qualify 
this  segment  as  being  eligible. 

Segment  C  from  the  Red  Bridge  Campground  to  Blue 
Mesa  Reservoir  was  also  found  to  be  ineligible  for 
inclusion.  It  is  more  or  less  free  flowing  along  the 
5.2  miles  of  its  length  but  extensive  riprap  has 
occurred  along  the  railroad  bed  which  later  became 
a  gravel  road  for  vehicle  traffic.  This  segment  lacks 
values  that  are  outstandingly  remarkable.  Scenic 
values  are  good  but  not  significant  or  unusual  in  a 
regional  or  national  context.  Recreation  values  are 
good,  primarily  focused  on  fishing  and  rafting,  but 
again  not  regionally  significant.  There  are  historic 
values  in  the  form  of  remnants  of  temporary  railroad 
camps  used  by  workers  who  built  the  spur  around 
1890.  These  have  been  thoroughly  inventoried  by 
BLM  and  Park  Service  archaeologists  and  interpretive 
signs  have  been  installed  at  several  locations  along 
the  road.  Still,  these  sites  are  not  unique  or 
particularly  significant.  The  Canyon  contains  good 
breeding  populations  of  brown  and  rainbow  trout  and 
a  small  herd  of  bighorn  sheep.  Otherwise  there  are 
no  special  fish  or  wildlife  values  and  no  threatened  or 


endangered  species.  In  summary  there  are  several 
attractive  resource  values  in  this  segment,  but  none 
that  could  be  considered  outstandingly  remarkable  in 
a  regional  or  national  context. 

Classification  Determination 

All  eligible  segments  must  be  classified  according  to 
the  category  (wild,  scenic,  or  recreational)  that  best 
fits  each  eligible  segment.  Classification  is  based  on 
the  degree  of  naturalness  and  the  extent  of 
development  on  the  river  and  its  adjacent  lands  as 
they  exist  at  the  time  of  the  study. 

Classifying  an  eligible  segment  as  wild,  scenic,  or 
recreational  does  not  segregate  or  withdraw  the 
subject  lands,  but  rather  recommends  or  suggests  the 
level  of  interim  management  for  Federal  land  in  the 
study  area  until  a  decision  regarding  designation  is 
made,  in  the  case  of  segments  found  "suitable  for 
designation".  If  Congress  designates  a  river  or  river 
segment,  the  segment  would  be  managed  according  to 
how  it  is  classified.  Congress  may  classify  a  river 
segment  at  or  below  the  highest  level  for  which  it 
qualifies.  Specific  management  strategies  may  vary 
according  to  classification,  but  would  be  designed  to 
protect  and  enhance  the  outstandingly  remarkable 
values  of  the  river  area.  These  specific  management 
strategies  are  formulated  during  development  of  the 
management  plan,  required  within  3  full  fiscal  years 
of  designation. 

Since  only  Segment  A  of  the  Lake  Fork  was  found  to 
be  eligible  for  study,  only  that  segment  was 
classified.  The  main  criteria  considered  are 
impoundments,  diversions,  roads,  bridges,  shoreline 
development  and  evidence  of  human  activity.  The 
river  segment  was  analyzed  using  these  criteria. 

Impoundments  affect  Segment  A  at  Sloan  Lake  in  the 
upper  part  of  American  Basin.  The  outlet  of  the  lake 
has  been  artificially  raised  to  impound  more  water 
than  the  natural  outlet  would  allow.  In  Burrows 
Park,  a  diversion  removes  water  to  fill  a  small  lake 
on  private  land.  Another  diversion  downstream  near 
Wager  Gulch  fills  a  moderately  sized  lake  on  private 
land. 

Beginning  at  river  mile  0.75,  a  road  parallels  the 
entire  length  of  this  segment.     There  is  a  wet,  or 
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low-water  crossing  of  the  river  in  American  Basin. 
Bridges  cross  the  river  near  Sherman  and  at  the  Mill 
Creek  Campground.  The  road  ranges  from  20  to 
1000  feet  from  the  river  but  averages  about  100  to 
150  feet  from  the  river  throughout  this  segment. 

Human  activity  and  development  are  evident  in  many 
places  along  the  river  and  throughout  the  corridor. 
These  include  a  dozen  mining  exploration  pits,  at 
least  seven  major  mine  developments,  about  a  dozen 
modern  buildings  and  another  dozen  historic 
buildings.  There  is  a  22-unit  campground  adjacent  to 
the  river  and  a  potential  recreational  housing 
development  with  multiple  homesites  on  the  private 
land  just  east  of  Bent  Creek. 

Cumulatively,  the  above  intrusions  and  disturbances 
diminish  the  natural  and  primitive  nature  of  the  river 
and  the  study  corridor.  Based  on  the  above  analysis, 
the  recreational  classification  would  be  most 
appropriate  for  this  segment. 

Suitability  Determination 

This  section  of  the  study  report  contains  a  discussion 
of  eight  suitability  factors  in  relationship  to  the  13.3 
mile  Segment  A.  These  factors  are  contained  in 
previously  mentioned  documents.  The  determination 
of  suitability  provides  the  basis  to  recommend 
designation  or  nondesignation  of  the  river. 

BLM's  evaluation  of  Segment  A  regarding  the  eight 
suitability  factors,  and  the  determination  of  suitability 
or  non-suitability  for  potential  inclusion  of  Segment 
A  into  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  system 
follow: 

1.  Characteristics  that  do  or  do  not  make  the 
area  a  worthy  addition  to  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 

The  outstandingly  remarkable  characteristic  that 
qualifies  this  river  segment  as  being  eligible  for 
inclusion  is  the  superb  scenery  in  this  high  mountain 
valley.  The  scenery  is  outstanding  in  the  river 
corridor.  Recreation  use  is  moderate  to  heavy  in  the 
river  corridor,  but  very  little  use  is  focused  on  the 
river  itself.  There  is  no  recreational  boating  and  no 
significant  fishery  resource  associated  with  this 
segment. 


The  scenic  values  in  this  segment  would  continue  to 
be  well  protected  with  the  existing  management 
authorities  explained  under  suitability  determination 
factor  number  6.  Therefore,  this  segment  would  not 
make  a  worthy  addition  to  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System. 

2.  Current  status  of  landowner-ship,  use  in  the 
area,  including  the  amount  of  private  land 
involved  and  associated  or  conflicting  uses. 

Segment  A  contains  approximately  4,960  acres  of 
which  4,315  acres  (87%)  are  federal  land  managed 
by  the  BLM.  The  remaining  645  acres  (13  %)  are  not 
public  land.  Non-federal  mineral  estate  underlies  332 
acres  of  federal  surface.  About  85  %  (3,668  acres)  of 
the  federal  mineral  estate  has  a  high  potential  for  the 
occurrence  of  locatable  minerals  while  the  remaining 
15%  has  moderate  potential.  Much  mineral 
exploration  and  exploitation  has  occurred  within  the 
segment,  both  on  public  and  private  land.  That 
activity  has  ceased  almost  entirely.  Approximately 
3,300  acres  in  Segment  A  are  contained  in  WSA's  of 
which  2,357  acres  have  been  recommended  for 
designation  as  wilderness.  Values  on  an  additional 
330  acres  within  the  study  segment  are  protected  by 
the  "Loop  Road"  scenic  withdrawal  along  the  Alpine 
Loop  National  Backcountry  Byway.  The  BLM's 
Interim  Management  Policy  for  Lands  under 
Wilderness  Review,  the  proposed  American  Basin 
ACEC,  and  other  special  management  attention 
within  the  segment  restrict  or  constrain  surface 
disturbance  on  the  affected  lands,  and  go  a  long  way 
toward  protecting  the  scenic  and  recreational  values 
of  the  river  and  lands  in  the  segment.  These 
management  situations  do  nothing  to  protect  the 
integrity  of  the  values  in  the  segment  on  private 
lands.  While  there  is  little  mining  activity  occurring 
on  these  lands,  there  is  considerable  activity  in  the 
construction  of  recreational  homesites.  If  this 
segment  is  designated,  the  Bureau  would  hope  to 
mitigate  these  impacts  by  purchasing  private 
inholdings  from  willing  sellers.  In  past  years 
attempts  to  purchase  inholdings  in  this  area  have  been 
relatively  unsuccessful.  Landowners  habitually 
expect  to  get  more  than  fair  market  value  for  their 
land,  which  makes  it  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to 
negotiate  satisfactory  arrangements.  In  addition, 
many  of  the  properties  already  have  houses  developed 
on  them.    It  is  unlikely  the  government  could  afford 
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to  acquire  these  capital  improvements  only  to  tear 
them  down  to  maintain  the  integrity  of  the  segment. 
The  segment  is  manageable  without  acquisition  of 
private  inholdings,  but  the  integrity  of  the  values 
would  continue  to  decline  in  direct  proportion  to  the 
amount  of  private  land  within  it  and  development  that 
occurs  on  that  land. 

3.  Subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  the  reasonably 
foreseeable  potential  uses  of  the  land  and 
related  waters,  which  would  be  enhanced, 
foreclosed,  or  curtailed  if  the  area  were 
included  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  system,  and  the  values  which  could  be 
foreclosed  or  diminished  if  the  area  is  not 
protected  as  part  of  the  system. 


management  attention  is  also  required  for 
maintenance  of  scenic  and  recreation  values  along  the 
Alpine  Loop  National  Back  Country  Byway  (11.05 
miles  in  Segment  A).  Potential  mineral  leasing  and 
locatable  mineral  activity  would  also  be  precluded  on 
federal  mineral  estate  in  the  proposed  American  Basin 
ACEC  in  Segment  A  (1,590  acres  under  federal 
surface).  The  ACEC  designation  and  associated 
management  objectives  would  emphasize  special 
management  attention  for  existing  values. 

4.  Public,  State,  local,  or  Federal  interest  in 
designation  of  the  river,  including  the  extent 
to  which  the  administration  of  the  river, 
including  the  costs  thereof,  may  be  shared  by 
State,  local,  and  other  agencies  and 
individuals. 


The  potential  development  of  the  3,992  acres  of 
federal  mineral  estate  in  Segment  A  that  are  not 
withdrawn  would  not  be  precluded  as  a  result  of 
designation.  Most  discretionary  actions  would  be 
curtailed  or  precluded,  subject  to  valid  existing  rights 
or  RMP  decisions.  Existing  water  rights  would  not 
be  effected  by  designation  of  this  "headwater" 
segment,  since  an  objective  of  designation  would  be 
to  maintain  instream  flows  and  a  free-flowing 
condition  of  water  in  the  river  course.  Acquisition  of 
upstream  water  rights  would  not  be  considered  in  the 
case  of  designation. 

It  is  not  anticipated  that  any  values  would  be 
diminished  or  foreclosed  if  the  segment  is  not 
designated.  Locatable  mineral  development  is 
currently  precluded  in  the  segment  within  protective 
withdrawal  C-0125423  (330  acres).  Required 
compliance  with  BLM's  43  CFR  3802  regulations 
currently  curtails  locatable  mineral  development  in 
the  segment  within  3,300  acres  still  subject  to 
wilderness  review  in  the  Handies  Peak  and  Red 
Cloud  Peak  WSAs.  Existing  legislation  prohibits 
mineral  leasing  on  the  lands  in  WSA's. 
Discretionary  actions  are  also  curtailed  in  the  lands 
under  wilderness  review  as  a  result  of  necessary 
compliance  with  BLM's  wilderness  interim 
management  policy.  Discretionary  actions  in  the 
entire  segment  are  also  curtailed  by  the  requirement 
to  meet  mitigation  and  recreation  management 
objectives  in  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA  Recreation 
Area     Management     Plan     (RAMP).  Special 


The  BLM  received  numerous  requests  to  recommend 
designation  of  the  entire  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison 
River  into  the  system.  Several  comments  were 
received  that  supported  the  recommendation  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative  of  the  DRMP  not  to  designate 
any  portion  of  the  stream.  The  BLM  responses  to 
these  comments  are  located  in  Appendix  P. 

In  about  1980  National  River  Inventory  personnel 
looked  at  the  Lake  Fork  as  one  unit.  They  found  it 
had  a  fairly  high  number  of  points  on  their  cultural 
development  scoring  sheet  (4,158)  but  still  could 
contain  significant  values.  They  chose  to  place  the 
river  in  Category  II  which  contains  rivers  that  may 
have  significant  values  but  which  did  not  receive  the 
broad  public  support  expressed  for  rivers  on  the  NRI 
final  list. 

In  1980,  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  (CDOW) 
wrote  a  letter  to  BLM  stating  that  the  Lake  Fork 
possessed  outstandingly  remarkable  scenic,  fishery 
and  wildlife  values. 

In  1989,  Lisa  Stein  of  the  University  of  Colorado 
Wilderness  Study  Group  submitted  a  detailed  report 
entitled  "Proposal  to  Designate  the  Lake  Fork  of  the 
Gunnison  as  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River".  The  group 
studied  the  entire  river  as  a  unit  rather  than  in 
segments.  The  group's  report  did  not  analyze 
eligibility,  but  did  discuss  classification.  Their 
recommendation  was  that  the  entire  river  was  suitable 
for  designation  or  inclusion  with  a  classification  of 


Ml 


APPENDIXES 


wild  for  the  first  3/4  mile  and  recreational  for  the 
rest  of  the  river.  According  to  the  cover  letter,  their 
recommendation  was  endorsed  by  the  Colorado 
Environmental  Coalition. 

The  Hinsdale  County  government  has  not  officially 
expressed  their  opinion  on,  or  reacted  to  a  W&SR 
proposal.  Their  public  opposition  to  further 
wilderness  designations  in  Hinsdale  County  suggests 
they  would  not  look  favorably  on  another  protective 
withdrawal  that  could  accompany  a  W  &  SR 
designation.  One  major  concern  within  the  county  is 
the  small  tax  base  resulting  from  the  amount  of 
public  land  (96%)  in  the  county.  Because  there  is  so 
little  private  land  on  which  taxes  can  be  collected, 
there  would  undoubtedly  be  opposition  to  any 
attempts  by  the  BLM  to  acquire  private  lands  in  the 
segment  and  remove  them  from  the  tax  base  whether 
developed  or  undeveloped. 

There  has  been  no  interest  expressed  in  assisting  the 
BLM  to  carry  out  management  of  the  river  segment, 
although  Hinsdale  County  has  provided  excellent 
assistance  with  the  BLM's  recreation  goals  for  the 
Back  Country  Byway  and  the  general  area.  The 
CDOW  would  want  to  continue  their  management 
efforts  for  cutthroat  trout  in  Sloan  Lake  and  the  upper 
part  of  the  drainage. 

5.  Estimated  cost  of  acquiring  necessary  lands 
and  interests  in  lands  and  of  administering  the 
area  if  it  is  added  to  the  system. 

The  study  segment  could  be  managed  as  it  is  without 
acquiring  private  lands.  The  ability  of  BLM  to 
maintain  the  integrity  of  resources  in  the  segment 
would  be  enhanced  by  acquiring  these  inholdings.  To 
acquire  the  lands  and  improvements  necessary  to 
place  in  federal  ownership  the  W&SR  values  in 
Segment  A  would  likely  be  prohibitively  expensive. 
Approximately  645  acres  of  private  land  would  be 
involved  with  an  average  cost  of  $1000  to  $2000  per 
acre.  There  are  about  8  habitable  structures  in  the 
segment  with  values  ranging  from  $50,000  to 
$200,000.  Costs  for  purchasing  fee  title  to  land  and 
improvements  would  probably  exceed  2  million 
dollars.  If  BLM  instead  tried  to  purchase 
conservation  easements  or  scenic  easements  the  cost 
would  be  less  but  still  prohibitive.  If  BLM  opted  not 
to  acquire  private  inholdings,  current  trends  suggest 


that  some  changes  would  occur  but  values  in  the 
segment  would  not  deteriorate  drastically. 

The  cost  of  administering  the  area  would  be  minimal 
because  it  is  already  part  of  the  high  priority  Alpine 
Triangle  SRMA.  Since  very  little  recreation  use  is 
focused  on  the  river  in  Segment  A  there  would  be  no 
need  for  additional  facilities  or  access. 

6.  Ability  of  the  agency  to  manage  the  river  area 
or  segment  as  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River. 

Because  of  the  current  attention  paid  to  recreation 
management  in  this  general  area,  it  would  be 
relatively  simple  for  the  BLM  to  incorporate 
considerations  to  maintain  or  protect  values  within 
current  management.  These  values  are  recognized 
and  partly  protected  in  other  ways  such  as  the  "Loop 
Road"  scenic  withdrawal  (C-0 125423,  330  acres  in 
Segment  A),  the  Alpine  Loop  National  Backcountry 
Byway  (11.05  miles  in  Segment  A),  WSA  interim 
management  policy  for  Redcloud  and  Handies  Peak 
WSA's,  and  the  Alpine  Triangle  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area.  The  PRMP  recognizes  and 
manages  for  the  recreation  values  in  this  area  and 
focuses  particular  attention  on  protecting  the 
outstanding  scenery  along  about  2-1/4  miles  of  the 
headwaters  of  the  segment  in  the  proposed  American 
Basin  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACEC). 

If  designated,  the  management  plan  could  incorporate 
cooperative  agreements  with  private  landowners 
regarding  the  management  of  values  in  the  segment. 
This  approach  would  be  preferred  in  lieu  of  fee 
simple  acquisition  or  the  acquisition  of  easements. 
Some  landowners  could  be  willing  participants  while 
others  would  not. 

7.  Historical  or  existing  rights  which  would  be 
adversely  affected  as  to  foreclose,  extinguish, 
curtail,  infringe,  or  constitute  a  taking  that 
would  entitle  the  owner  to  just  compensation 
if  the  area  were  included  in  the  National  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  In  the  suitability 
analysis,  adequate  consideration  will  be  given 
to  rights  held  by  owners,  applicants,  lessees, 
or  claimants. 
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No  existing  rights  have  been  identified  in  the  study 
segment  that  would  be  adversely  affected  as  a  result 
of  designation.  Existing  private  property  rights 
would  be  completely  unaffected.  Land  purchases, 
exchanges  or  easement  acquisitions  would  be  carried 
out  only  with  willing  sellers.  Unpatented  mining 
claims  would  predate  W&SR  designation  and  thus 
would  remain  valid  as  long  as  proper  diligence  and 
filing  are  kept  up.  No  new  mining  claims  would  be 
allowed  within  the  corridor. 

Very  few  water  rights  are  present  in  this  segment, 
and  none  would  be  negatively  affected  by 
designation.  The  Colorado  Water  Conservation 
Board  maintains  a  perpetual  right  for  instream  flow 
on  the  Lake  Fork  to  maintain  fisheries  habitat.  From 
Sloan  Lake  to  Cottonwood  Creek,  flow  is  18  cubic 
feet  per  second  (CFS).  From  Cottonwood  Creek  to 
Henson  Creek  the  reserved  flow  is  20  CFS  from 
October  through  April  and  35  CFS  from  May 
through  September.  This  right  has  a  priority  date  of 
1980  which  makes  it  the  senior  right  on  that  part  of 
the  river.  As  a  result,  a  protection  of  instream  flow 
and  associated  river  values  is  already  in  place.  It  is 
not  likely  that  W&SR  status  would  offer  additional 
protection  for  this  resource. 

8.     Other  issues  and  concerns  identified  in  the 
land-use  planning  process. 

No  other  major  issues  or  concerns  have  been 
identified  in  the  land  use  planning  process.  It  is 
possible  that  other  issues  or  concerns  would  be 
identified  during  the  public  comment  period  for  the 
draft  RMP/EIS.  Those  comments  and  concerns  will 
be  taken  into  consideration,  along  with  all  the  others 
that  we  receive,  during  preparation  of  the 
PRMP/Final  EIS. 

SUITABILITY  DETERMINATION  SUMMARY 

Segment  A  was  the  only  one  of  the  three  segments 
studied  that  was  determined  to  be  eligible  for  study. 
It  was  classified  in  a  recreational  category.  This  was 
the  only  segment  for  which  a  suitability  determination 
was  done.  Compatibility  of  the  existing  situation 
with  Federal  designation,  analysis  of  alternative 
management  strategies  and  reasonably  foreseeable 
potential  effects  of  designation  on  the  management 
and  protection  of  the  land  and  resources  in  the  Upper 


Lake  Fork  corridor  were  used  to  determine  suitability 
of  the  river  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System. 

About  87  %  of  the  land  in  the  segment  is  managed  by 
BLM.  Activities  on  private  land  are  expected  to 
somewhat  alter  the  natural  setting  of  the  corridor 
primarily  through  the  development  of  recreational 
homesites.  The  cost  of  acquiring  these  private 
inholdings  would  be  prohibitive  and  probably  strongly 
opposed  by  local  government  due  to  the  impact  on 
the  county's  already  small  tax  base. 

The  scenic  values  in  the  segment  are  currently 
afforded  significant  protection  through  the  Loop  Road 
scenic  withdrawal,  interim  management  protection  in 
the  Redcloud  and  Handies  Peak  Wilderness  Study 
Areas,  the  Recreation  Area  Management  Plan  and  the 
State  of  Colorado  reservation  of  instream  flows. 
Implementing  the  recommendations  in  the  proposed 
American  Basin  ACEC  would  provide  additional 
protection  for  the  values.  Designation  as  a 
Recreational  component  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
system  would  not  offer  any  significant  improvement 
in  the  protection  of  this  area's  outstanding  scenery. 

For  these  reasons,  BLM  has  determined  that  Segment 
A  of  the  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison  River  would  not 
be  a  worthy  addition  to  the  system  and  is  not  suitable 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System. 

INTERIM  MANAGEMENT 

The  Segment  A  corridor  of  The  Lake  Fork  of  The 
Gunnison  River  will  continue  to  be  well  protected  by 
existing  management  of  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas, 
the  Loop  Road  scenic  withdrawal,  the  Alpine  Loop 
National  Backcountry  Byway  and  the  Recreation  Area 
Management  Plan  for  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA. 

The  proposed  ACEC  at  American  Basin  would 
provide  additional  protection  of  values  in  Segment  A. 
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BLM  GUIDELINES  FOR  WILD  AND  SCENIC  RIVER 
DETERMINATION  OF  SUITABILITY 


The  following  information  is  taken  from  the  BLM's 
August  1988  Guidelines  for  Fulfilling  Requirements 
of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  of  September 
1968. 

1.  Determination  of  Suitability:  The  determination 
of  suitability  is  the  third  step  in  the  river 
assessment  and  evaluation  process  for  section  5 
(a)  and  5  (d)  rivers.  This  step  provides  the  basis 
for  the  decision  to  recommend  designation  or 
nondesignation  of  an  eligible  river  based  on  the 
resource  alternatives  studied  in  detail  in  the  RMP, 
associated  EIS,  and  related  information  developed 
during  resource  management  planning. 

a.  RMP  Preference:  Where  possible,  it  is 
advantageous  to  carry  the  river  assessment 
through  the  suitability  determination  and  make 
that  decision  in  the  RMP.  If  a  suitability 
determination  is  deferred  on  those  rivers 
where  the  BLM  has  primary  responsibility, 
the  RMP  must  prescribe  the  protection 
(interim  management  prescriptions)  to  be 
provided  for  the  river  and  adjacent  public 
land  area  pending  the  suitability 
recommendation  and,  when  necessary, 
subsequent  action  by  the  Congress.  In  order 
to  provide  realistic  interim  management 
prescription,  the  RMP  should  document  the 
classification  category  of  the  appropriate 
segment(s)  (wild,  scenic,  and/or  recreation), 
independent  of  the  suitability  or  nonsuitability 
recommendation.  The  projected  schedule  for 
completing  the  study,  recommendation 
concerning  suitability,  and  other  information 
will  be  set  forth  in  the  RMP  also.  (See 
VIII.B.s.). 

b.  Eligible  Rivers:  All  eligible  river  segments 
are  evaluated  for  suitability  using  the  BLM 
resource  management  planning  process 
(except  where  study  is  deferred  or  where  a 
legislatively    mandated    study    requires    an 


earlier  deadline  be  met).  Eligible  W  &  S 
segments  which  are  determined  nonsuitable 
for  designation,  can  be  released  from  further 
study  only  by  State  Directors  through  the 
RMP  record  of  decision.  For  suitable  W  & 
S  rivers,  a  separate  appendix  to  the  RMP  and 
EIS  document  is  encouraged  for  ease  in 
preparing  the  W  &  S  river  study 
report/record  of  decision  to  Congress.  Where 
a  suitability  determination  cannot  be  made  in 
the  RMP,  a  separate  legislative  final  EIS  will 
be  required  as  part  of  a  separate  study 
reporting  package  (and  plan  amendment)  to 
make  that  determination.  Some  factors  to 
consider  in  the  suitability  determination 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

1.  Characteristics  that  do  or  do  not  make 
the  area  a  worthy  addition  to  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System. 

2.  Current  status  of  landownership,  use  in 
the  area,  including  the  amount  of  private 
land  involved  and  associated  or 
conflicting  uses. 

3.  Reasonably  foreseeable  potential  uses  of 
the  land  and  related  waters,  which  would 
be  enhanced,  foreclosed,  or  curtailed  if 
the  area  were  included  in  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  system,  and  the 
values  which  could  be  foreclosed  or 
diminished  if  the  area  is  not  protected  as 
part  of  the  system. 

4.  Public,  State,  local,  or  Federal  interest 
in  designation  of  the  river,  including  the 
extent  to  which  the  administration  of  the 
river,  including  the  costs  thereof,  may 
be  shred  by  State,  local,  or  other 
agencies  and  individuals. 
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5.  Estimated  cost  of  acquiring  necessary 
lands  and  interests  in  lands  and  of 
administering  the  area  if  it  is  added  to 
the  system. 

6.  Ability  of  the  agency  to  manage  the 
river  area  or  segment  as  a  W&S  river. 

7 .  Historical  or  existing  rights  which  would 
be  adversely  affected  as  to  foreclose, 
extinguish,  curtail,  infringe,  or  constitute 
a  taking  that  would  entitle  the  owner  to 
just  compensation  if  the  area  were 
included  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  System.  In  the  suitability 
analysis,  adequate  consideration  will  be 
given  to  rights  held  by  owners, 
applicants,  lessees,  or  claimants. 

8.  Other 

c.     Noneligible  Rivers 

1.  BLM  5  (d)  W  &  S  River  Studies: 
Studies  or  rivers  under  this  Section  of 
the  Act  will  be  discontinued  upon 
finding  of  noneligibility  in  the  BLM 
resource 


management  planning  process  or 
subsequent  W&S  river  study.  In 
RMPs,  the  documentation  supporting  the 
eligibility  assessment  will  normally  be 
put  in  an  appendix  to  either  the  RMP  or 
associated  EIS. 

Legislatively  Mandated  Studies:  If  a 
section  5  (a)  study  river  is  found  to  be 
non  eligible,  the  WSR  river  study 
report/record  of  decision  should  describe 
the  basis  for  the  noneligibility 
determination.  The  report  should  then 
be  submitted  to  the  Congress  in 
accordance  with  section  7  (b)  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  shall  publish  a 
notice  in  the  Federal  Register  180  days 
after  congressional  notification  that  such 
a  determination  has  been  made.  This 
notice  should  also  include  a  reference  to 
termination  of  related  NEPA  compliance 
action,  thereby  concurrently  terminating 
activities  for  which  a  notice  of  intent  had 
earlier  been  published. 
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Table  1-3 

ELIGIBILITY  REQUIREMENTS  OF  OTHER  STREAMS  IN  THE  PLANNING  AREA 


TOTAL 

OUTSTANDINGLY 

MILES  ON 

REMARKABLE 

FREE- 

STREAM  NAME 

MILES 

BLM 

FEATURES 

FLOWING 

Alder  Creek 

4.45 
2.64 
4.82 

2.93 
0.22 
4.05 

No 

No 

Alkali  Creek 

No 

No 

Alpine  Gulch 

No 

Yes 

Antelope  Creek 

4.66 

0.43 

No 

No 

Archuleta  Creek 

3.34 

0.53 

No 
No 
No 

No 

Bead  Creek 

1.87 
0.18 

0.90 
0.16 

Yes 

Bear  Creek 

Yes 

Beaver  Creek 

8.86 

1.42 

No 

No 

Bent  Creek 

3.01 

3.01 

No 

No 

Big  Blue  Creek 

9.09 

3.77 

No 

Yes 

Big  Buck  Creek 

2.26 

1.30 

No 

No 

Bill  Hare  Gulch 

0.61 

0.42 

No 

Yes 

Blue  Creek 

3.50 

1.77 

No 

No 

Boulder  Gulch 

2.71 

2.46 

No 

Yes 

Burnt  Creek 

4.64 

4.64 

No 

Yes 

Camp  Creek 

1.14 

1.08 

No 

Yes 

Campbell  Creek 

1.14 

1.08 

No 

Yes 

Cataract  Gulch 

1.66 

1.59 

No 

Yes 

Cebolla  Creek 

41.87 

7.63 

No 

No 

Cherry  Creek 

1.58 

0.18 

No 

Yes 

Cleveland  Gulch 

2.04 

1.74 

No 

Yes 

Cochetopa  Creek 

42.41 

8.38 

No 

No 

Cooper  Creek 

3.51 

3.40 

No 

Yes 

Copper  Gulch 

2.00 

2.00 

No 

Yes 

Corral  Creek 

1.95 

1.95 

No 

Yes 

Cottonwood  Creek 

2.97 

2.43 

No 

Yes 

Cow  Creek 

0.81 

0.80 

No 

Yes 

Crystal  Creek 

0.60 

0.37 

No 
No 

Yes 

Cuba  Gulch 

0.52 

0.52 

Yes 

Curecanti  Creek 

2.99 

0.02 

No 

No 

Cutler  Drive  Creek 

1.99 

0.70 

No 

No 

Deer  Beaver  Creek 

2.26 

1.25 

No 

Yes 

Deldorado  Creek 

2.90 

0.49 

No 

No 

Devils  Creek 

4.49 

3.25 

No 

No 

Dry  Creek 

2.10 

0.67 

No 

Yes 

Dwyer  Gulch 

1.45 

0.03 

No 

Yes 
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Table  1-3 
ELIGIBILITY  REQUIREMENTS  OF  OTHER  STREAMS  IN  THE  PLANNING  AREA 


TOTAL 

OUTSTANDINGLY 

MILES  ON 

REMARKABLE 

FREE- 

STREAM  NAME 

MILES 

BLM 

FEATURES 

FLOWING 

East  Fork  Creek 

2.19 

1.09 

No 

Yes 

Eaton  Creek 

1.65 

0.06 

No 

Yes 

East  Beaver  Creek 

0.65 

0.53 

No 

Yes 

East  Elk  Creek 

4.23 

1.31 

No 

Yes 

East  Fork  Alpine  Gulch 

1.78 

1.78 

No 

Yes 

East  Fork  Bent  Creek 

0.90 

0.90 

No 

Yes 

East  Fork  Williams  Creek 

1.55 
3.51 

1.55 
0.69 

No 

Yes 

East  Fork  Little  Blue  Creek 

No 

Yes 

East  Fork  Little  Cimarron  Creek 

3.51 

1.34 

No 

Yes 

East  Fork  Powderhorn  Creek 

11.50 

11.50 

No 

Yes 

Fish  Canyon  Creek 

1.81 

1.81 

No 

Yes 

Fourth  of  July  Creek 

6.31 

4.79 

No 

No 

Friends  Creek 

2.75 

1.77 

No 

Yes 

Grizzly  Gulch 

2.10 

2.10 

No 

No 

Henson  Creek 

11.85 

19.41 

No 

No 

High  Bridge  Gulch 

0.81 

0.29 

No 

Yes 

Homestead  Gulch 

1.59 

0.94 

No 

No 

Hot  Springs  Creek 

5.38 

0.93 

No 

No 

Independence  Gulch 

0.53 

0.12 

No 

Yes 

Indian  Creek 

11.34 

7.58 

No 

Yes 

Larson  Creek 

1.60 

0.71 

No 

Yes 

Left  Camp  Creek 

0.35 

0.35 
0.27 

No 

No 

Lick  Creek 

2.56 

No 

Little  Blue  Creek 

10.37 

1.18 

No 

Yes 

Little  Mill  Creek 

0.40 
4.01 

0.39 
1.48 

No 

Yes 

Little  Willow  Creek 

No 

Yes 

Los  Pinos  Creek 

8.51 

0.75 

No 

No 

Middle  Fork  Alpine  Gulch  Creek 

0.95 

0.95 

No 

Yes 

Middle  Fork  Powderhorn  Creek 

5.24 

5.24 

No 

Yes 

Middle  Fork  Blue  Creek 

7.98 

0.85 

No 

Yes 

Mill  Creek 

3.13 

0.12 

No 

No 

Mill  Gulch 

2.49 

2.49 

No 

Yes 

Moore  Pasture  Creek 

0.88 

0.03 

No 

Yes 

North  Fork  Henson 

1.73 

1.70 

No 

Yes 

Oh  Be  Joyful  Creek 

1.00 

0.73 

No 

Yes 

Owens  Creek 

0.35 

0.25 

No 
No 

Yes 

Owl  Gulch 

0.79 

0.79 

Yes 
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Table  1-3 
ELIGIBILITY  REQUIREMENTS  OF  OTHER  STREAMS  IN  THE  PLANNING  AREA 


TOTAL 

OUTSTANDINGLY 

MILES  ON 

REMARKABLE               FREE- 

STREAM  NAME 

MILES 

BLM 

FEATURES               FLOWING 

Palmetto  Gulch 

1.66 

0.93 

No 

Yes 

Park  Creek 

7.97 

3.96 

No 

Yes 

Pauline  Creek 

2.42 

1.43 

No 

Yes 

Phelps  Cabin  Creek 

1.24 

1.24 

No 

Yes 

Pine  Creek 

15.13 

1.35 

No 

.    Yes 

Pole  Creek 

3.02 

3.02 

No 

Yes 

Powderhorn  Creek 

5.85 

1.64 

No 

Yes 

Prosser  Creek 

2.26 

1.53 

No 

No 

Quartz  Creek 

8.21 

0.13 

No 

No 

Razor  Creek 

9.49 

0.70 

No 

No 

Red  Creek 

4.51 

1.78 

No 

Yes 

Redcloud  Gulch 

1.16 

0.95 

No 

Yes 

Red  Mountain  Gulch 

1.89 

1.47 

No 

Yes 

Right  Creek 

4.27 

2.19 

No 

Yes 

Round  Corral  Creek 

2.41 

0.78 

No 

Yes 

South  Beaver  Creek 

20.85 

7.75 

No 

No 

Schaeffer  Gulch 

1.31 

1.04 

No 

Yes 

South  Fork  Silver  Creek 

1.23 

1.23 

No 

Yes 

Silver  Creek 

2.15 

2.15 

No 

Yes 

Skunk  Creek 

3.60 

3.13 

No 

No 

Slaughterhouse  Gulch 

1.66 

1.26 

No 

Yes 

Smelter  Gulch 

0.53 

0.53 

No 

Yes 

Snare  Creek 

3.28 

3.28 

No 

Yes 

Snelson  Creek 

0.79 

0.02 

No 

Yes 

Sparling  Gulch 

2.04 

1.35 

No 

Yes 

Spring  Creek 

1.41 

0.54 

No 

Yes 

Spring  Gulch 

1.35 

0.46 

No 

Yes 

Spring  Hill  Creek 

0.99 

0.99 

No 

Yes 

Square  Gulch 

1.11 

1.11 

No 

Yes 

Steuben  Creek 

4.14 

0.34 

No 

Yes 

Stevens  Creek 

4.34 

2.42 

No 

No 

Sugar  Creek 

5.54 

5.32 

No 

Yes 

Sun  Creek 

1.82 

0.45 

No 

Yes 

T.  Gulch 

0.32 

0.32 

No 

Yes 

Timber  Gulch 

0.64 

0.24 

No 

Yes 

Tomichi  Creek 

61.41 

0.67 

No 

No 
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Table  1-3 
ELIGIBILITY  REQUIREMENTS  OF  OTHER  STREAMS  IN  THE  PLANNING  AREA 


TOTAL 

OUTSTANDINGLY 

MILES  ON          REMARKABLE 

FREE- 

STREAM  NAME 

MILES 

BLM 

FEATURES              FLOWING 

Townsite  Gulch 

1.06 

0.52 

No 

Yes 

Trout  Creek 

8.01 

5.35 

No 

Yes 

U  Creek 

10.62 

5.60 

No 

Yes 

Van  Boxel  Creek 

5.54 

3.89 

No 

Yes 

Vantassel  Gulch 

5.29 

1.55 

No 

Yes 

Wade  Gulch 

2.48 

2.28 

No 

Yes 

Wager  Gulch 

1.19 

1.05 

No 

Yes 

West  Antelope  Creek 

5.56 

3.60 

No 

Yes 

Water  Gulch 

1.07 

0.36 

No 

Yes 

West  Fork  Indian  Creek 

3.92 

3.36 

No 

Yes 

West  Fork  Cebolla  Creek 

0.63 

0.63 

No 

Yes 

West  Fork  Middle  Blue  Creek 

3.92 

1.85 

No 

Yes 

West  Fork  Dry  Creek 

2.28 

1.12 

No 

Yes 

West  Fork  Powderhorn  Creek 

9.13 

8.96 

No 

Yes 

Wildcat  Creek 

1.74 

0.64 

No 

Yes 

Wildhorse  Creek 

1.25 

1.24 

No 

Yes 

Williams  Creek 

1.67 

1.67 

No 

Yes 

Willow  Creek 

36.56 

13.17 

No 

Yes 

Wolf  Creek 

5.32 
2.16 

4.79 
2.13 

No 

No 

Wood  Gulch 

No 

Yes 

West  Pass  Creek 

4.91 

0.96 

No 

Yes 
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FEDERAL  STATUS  CATEGORIES  FOR  TAXA 
BEING  CONSIDERED  FOR  ADDITION  TO  THE 
LIST  OF  ENDANGERED  AND  THREATENED 
WILDLIFE 

The  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973,  as 
amended  (16  U.S.C.  1531  et  seq.)  requires 
determination  of  whether  species  of  wildlife  and 
plants  are  endangered  or  threatened  based  on  the  best 
available  scientific  and  commercial  data.  For  many 
years,  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  been 
gathering  data  on  taxa  of  animals  (fishes,  amphibians, 
reptiles,  birds,  mammals,  sponges,  crustaceans, 
arachnids,  insects,  snails  and  bivalve  mollusks), 
native  to  the  United  States  that  have  appeared  at  least 
at  times,  to  merit  consideration  for  addition  to  the 
List  of  Endangered  and  Threatened  Wildlife.  These 
taxa  are  assigned  to  one  of  the  three  categories 
described  below.  Unless  it  is  the  subject  of  a  current 
published  proposed  or  final  rule  determining 
endangered  or  threatened  status,  none  of  these  taxa 
receives  substantive  or  procedural  protection  pursuant 
to  the  Act  (those  species  that  are  the  subject  of  a 
proposed  or  final  rule  are  removed  from  this  list  at 
each  periodic  updating). 

1.  Taxa  for  which  the  Service  currently  has 
substantial  information  on  hand  to  support  proposals 
to  list  them  as  endangered  or  threatened  species. 
Also  included  in  category  1  are  taxa  of  known 
vulnerable  status  in  the  recent  past  that  may  already 
have  become  extinct.  These  plants  retain  a  high 
priority  for  addition  to  the  List,  if  extant  populations 
are  confirmed. 

2.  Taxa  for  which  information,  now  in  the 
possession  of  the  Service,  indicates  that  proposing  to 
list  as  endangered  or  threatened  is  possibly 
inappropriate,  but  for  which  conclusive  data  on 
biological  vulnerability  and  threat  are  not  currently 
available  to  support  proposed  rules.  Further 
biological  research  and  field  study  usually  will  be 
necessary  to  ascertain  the  status  of  taxa  in  category  2, 
and  it  is  likely  that  some  category  2  candidates  will 
not  warrant  listing. 


3.  Taxa  that  once  were  being  considered  for  listing 
as  threatened  or  endangered  but  are  no  longer  under 
such  consideration.  Such  taxa  are  further  divided  into 
three  subcategories: 

3A.  Taxa  for  which  the  Service  has  persuasive 
evidence  of  extinction.  If  rediscovered,  such 
taxa  might  acquire  high  priority  for  listing. 


3B.  Names  that,  on  the  basis  of  current 
taxonomic  understanding,  usually  as 
represented  in  published  revisions  and 
monographs,  do  not  represent  taxa  meeting 
the  Act's  legal  definition  of  "species". 
Included  also  are  vertebrate  populations  that 
do  not  meet  this  definition.  Such  supposed 
taxa  could  be  reevaluated  in  the  future  on 
the  basis  of  new  information. 

3C.  Taxa  that  have  proven  to  be  more  abundant 
or  widespread  than  previously  thought.  If 
further  research  indicates  a  significant 
numerical  or  distributional  decline  in  any  of 
these  taxa,  or  if  any  of  the  taxa  are  under  a 
substantial  threat,  they  may  be  reevaluated 
for  transfer  to  categories  1  or  2. 

BLM  SENSITIVE  SPECIES 

Sensitive  species  are  those  designated  by  a  State 
Director,  usually  in  cooperation  with  the  State  agency 
responsible  for  managing  the  species,  as  sensitive. 
They  are  those  species  that  are:  (1)  under  status 
review  by  the  USF&WS;  or  (2)  whose  numbers  are 
declining  so  rapidly  that  Federal  listing  may  become 
necessary;  or  (3)  with  typically  small  and  widely 
dispersed  populations;  or  (4)  those  inhabiting 
ecological  refugia  or  other  specialized  or  unique 
habitats.  If  sensitive  species  are  designated  by  a 
State  Director,  the  protection  provided  by  the  policy 
for  USF&WS  candidate  species  shall  be  used  as  the 
minimum  level  of  protection. 
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STATE  OF  COLORADO   PLANT  SPECIES  OF 
SPECIAL  CONCERN 

The  "State  Concern"  status  in  Table  2-13  refers 
to  a  list  of  plant  species  maintained  by  the  Colorado 
Natural  Areas  Program,  Division  of  Parks  and 
Outdoor  Recreation.  The  species  on  this  list  are 
divided  into  four  categories  and  are  defined  as 
follows: 

List  1  -  Federal  threatened  or  endangered  plant 
species  and  species  that  are  rare  throughout  their 
range,  including  a  number  of  species  which  only 
occur  in  Colorado;  plant  species  presumed  extinct; 

List  2  -  Plant  species  presumed  extirpated  from 
Colorado;  plant  species  which  are  rare  in  Colorado 
but  relatively  common  elsewhere  within  their  range; 


List  3  -  Plant  species  which  appear  to  be  rare  but 
for  which  conclusive  information  is  lacking; 

List  4  -  Plants  of  limited  distribution  or  special 
interest  which  appear  secure  at  this  time. 

State  laws  protecting  these  species  apply  to  all 
BLM  programs  and  actions  to  the  extent  that  they  are 
consistent  with  FLPMA  and  other  Federal  laws.  In 
states  where  state  government  has  designated  species 
in  categories  that  imply  local  rarity,  endangerment, 
extirpation,  or  extinction,  the  State  Director  develops 
policies  that  will  assist  the  state  in  achieving 
management  objectives  for  those  species  on  the 
various  lists  above. 
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OIL  AND  GAS  STIPULATIONS 


The  following  stipulations  would  be  added,  as  prescribed  in  the  various  Management  Unit  prescriptions  in  this 
Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan,  to  future  oil  and  gas  leases  on  both  Federal  surface  and  split-estate  lands. 
The  actual  wording  of  these  stipulations  may  be  adjusted  at  the  time  of  leasing  to  reflect  future  legislation,  court 
decisions,  or  policy  changes;  however,  the  protection  standards  in  these  stipulations  would  be  maintained.  Any 
change  to  the  protection  content  of  the  stipulation  would  require  an  amendment  to  the  RMP/EIS.  Table  K-l  is  a 
summary  of  the  stipulations. 
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OIL  AND  GAS  STIPULATIONS  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  STIPULATIONS 

Alpine  Loop  National  Back  Country  Byway,  in 
Management  Unit  1;  G-l 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands 
described  below: 

For  the  purpose  of:  Protecting  the  Primitive,  Semi- 
Primitive  Non-Motorized,  Semi-Primitive  Motorized 
and  Roaded  Natural  recreation  and  scenic  values 
along  the  Alpine  Loop  National  Back  Country 
Byway,  within  the  Alpine  Triangle  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area  (SRMA);  Gunnison  Resource 
Management  Plan  (Page   ). 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the 
regulatory  provisions  for  such  changes  (For  guidance 
on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manuals  1624 
and  3101,  and  Forest  Service  Manuals  1950  and 
2820). 

Cochetopa  Canyon  SRMA,  Management  Unit  3; 
G-2 


For  the  purpose  of:  protecting  scenic  and  other 
natural  resources  and  existing  related  recreation 
opportunities  in  the  American  Basin  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (ACEC);  Gunnison  Resource 
Management  Plan  (Page     ). 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the 
regulatory  provisions  for  such  changes  (For  guidance 
on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manuals  1624 
and  3101,  and  Forest  Service  Manuals  1950  and 
2820). 

Slumgullion  Earthflow  National  Natural 
Landmark  Proposed  ACEC,  Management  Unit  6; 
G-4 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands 
described  below: 

For  the  purpose  of:  protecting  the  geological  mass- 
wasting  phenomenon  in  the  Slumgullion  Earthflow 
National  Natural  Landmark  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (ACEC);  Gunnison  Resource 
Management  Plan  (Page   ). 


No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands 
described  below: 

For  the  purpose  of:  Protecting  the  Roaded  Natural 
recreation  and  scenic  values  within  the  Cochetopa 
Canyon  Special  Recreation  Management  Area 
(SRMA);  Gunnison  Resource  Management  Plan 
(Page     ). 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the 
regulatory  provisions  for  such  changes  (For  guidance 
on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manuals  1624 
and  3101,  and  Forest  Service  Manuals  1950  and 
2820). 

American  Basin  Proposed  ACEC,  Management 
Unit  4;  G-3 


Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the 
regulatory  provisions  for  such  changes  (For  guidance 
on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manuals  1624 
and  3101,  and  Forest  Service  Manuals  1950  and 
2820). 

Dillon  Pinnacles  Proposed  ACEC,  Management 
Unit  9;  G-5 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands 
described  below: 

For  the  purpose  of:  protecting  scenic  and  other 
natural  resources  and  existing  related  recreation 
opportunities  in  the  Dillon  Pinnacles  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern  (ACEC);  Gunnison  Resource 
Management  Plan  (Page     ). 


No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands 
described  below: 


Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in 
accordance    with    the    land    use    plan    and/or    the 
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regulatory  provisions  for  such  changes  (For  guidance 
on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manuals  1624 
and  3101,  and  Forest  Service  Manuals  1950  and 
2820). 

Rocky  Mountain  Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat, 
Management  Unit  10;  G-6 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  on  the  lands 
described  below: 

For  the  purpose  of:  protecting  bighorn  sheep  and 
their  habitat  selected  because  of  topography,  slope, 
aspect,  and  escape  cover  from  disturbances  that 
would  alter  the  productivity  or  suitability  of  these 
areas  as  important  bighorn  sheep  range;  Gunnison 
Resource  Management  Plan  (Page     ). 

An  exception  to  this  stipulation  may  be  approved  if  it 
can  be  demonstrated  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Authorized  Officer  that  the  bighorn  sheep  range  is  (1) 
not  being  utilized  and  is  expected  to  remain  in  such 
condition  because  of  a  temporary  change  in  climate 
and/or  habitat,  and  (2)  operations  can  be  conducted 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  avoid  altering  vegetation, 
topography,  slope,  aspect,  and  escape  cover  on  these 
lands. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the 
regulatory  provisions  for  such  changes  (For  guidance 
on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manuals  1624 
and  3101,  and  Forest  Service  Manuals  1950  and 
2820). 

Sage  Grouse  Lek/Courtship  sites;  CO-2 

No  surface  occupancy  or  use  is  allowed  within  a  one- 
quarter  mile  radius  of  sage  grouse  lek  sites/courtship 
sites.  Known  lek  sites  are  described  or  identified 
below: 

For  the  purpose  of  protecting  grouse  courtship  sites 
from  disturbances  that  would  force  strutting  sage 
grouse  onto  less  desirable  sites,  or  disturbances  that 
would  interfere  with  mating  processes,  or 
disturbances  that  could  result  in  lek  site  destruction. 


An  exception  may  be  granted  by  the  Authorizing 
Officer,  dependant  upon  the  active  status  of  the  leks 
or  the  geographical  relationship  of  topographical 
barriers  and  vegetation  screening  to  the  site. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the 
regulatory  provisions  for  such  changes  (For  guidance 
on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manuals  1624 
and  3101,  and  Forest  Service  Manuals  1950  and 
2820). 

TIMING  LIMITATION  STIPULATIONS 

Elk-Calving  Areas;  CO-10 

No  surface  use  is  allowed  during  the  following  time 
period(s).  This  stipulation  does  not  apply  to 
operation  and  maintenance  of  production  facilities. 

April  16  through  June  30 

On  the  lands  described  below: 

For  the  purpose  of  protecting  elk-calving  areas  from 
activities  which  would  force  elk  into  less  suitable 
areas  during  the  calving  season;  Gunnison  Resource 
Management  Plan  (Pages     ). 

An  exception  to  this  stipulation,  in  the  form  of  an 
alteration  or  removal,  may  be  approved  by  the 
Authorizing  Officer  when  it  has  been  determined 
through  a  site  specific  analysis  that  specific  actions 
would  not  interfere  with  critical  habitat  function  or 
compromise  animal  condition  within  the  project 
vicinity. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the 
regulatory  provisions  for  such  changes  (For  guidance 
on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manuals  1624 
and  3101,  and  Forest  Service  Manuals  1950  and 
2820). 
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CONTROLLED  SURFACE  USE  STIPULATION 

Riparian/Wetland  vegetation  in  Sage  Grouse 
Brood  Rearing  Habitat;  CO-28 

Activities  associated  with  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  including  roads,  transmission  lines, 
storage  facilities,  are  restricted  to  an  area  beyond  the 
riparian/wetland  vegetation  zone  on  the  lands 
described  below: 


Exceptions:  This  stipulation  may  be  excepted  subject 
to  an  on-site  impact  analysis  with  consideration  given 
to  degree  of  slope,  soils,  importance  to  the  amount 
and  type  of  wildlife  and  fish  use,  water  quality,  and 
other  related  resource  values. 

This  stipulation  will  not  be  applied  when  the 
Authorized  Officer  determines  that  relocation  up  to 
200  meters  can  be  applied  to  protect  the  riparian 
system  during  location  of  the  well  site. 


For  the  protection  of  perennial  water  impoundments 
and  streams,  and/or  riparian/wetland  vegetation  zone, 
important  sage  grouse  brood-rearing  habitat,  and  fish 
use,  water  quality,  and  other  related  resource  values; 
Gunnison  Resource  Management  Plan  (Page     ). 

Exceptions:  This  stipulation  may  be  excepted  subject 
to  an  on-site  impact  analysis  with  consideration  given 
to  degree  of  slope,  soils,  importance  to  the  amount 
and  type  of  wildlife  and  fish  use,  water  quality,  and 
other  related  resource  values. 

This  stipulation  will  not  be  applied  when  the 
Authorized  Officer  determines  that  relocation  up  to 
200  meters  can  be  applied  to  protect  the  riparian 
system  during  location  of  the  well  site. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the 
regulatory  provisions  for  such  changes  (For  guidance 
on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manuals  1624 
and  3101,  and  Forest  Service  Manuals  1950  and 
2820). 

Riparian/Wetland  vegetation  along  a  Portion  of 
Cebolla  Creek;  CO-28 

Activities  associated  with  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development  including  roads,  transmission  lines, 
storage  facilities,  are  restricted  to  an  area  beyond  the 
riparian/wetland  vegetation  zone  along  a  portion  of 
Cebolla  Creek  on  the  lands  described  below: 


To  protect  perennial  water  impoundments  and 
streams,  and/or  riparian/wetland  vegetation  and  fish 
use,  water  quality,  and  other  related  resource  values; 
Gunnison  Resource  Management  Plan  (Page   ). 


Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the 
regulatory  provisions  for  such  changes  (For  guidance 
on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manuals  1624 
and  3101,  and  Forest  Service  Manuals  1950  and 
2820). 

Redcloud  Peak  Proposed  ACEC,  Management 
Unit  5;  G-7 

Surface  occupancy  or  use  is  subject  to  the  following 
special  constraints: 

1 .  An  inventory  for  populations  of  USF& WS  listed 
threatened,  endangered,  candidate,  and  BLM 
sensitive  species,  especially  the  endangered 
Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly,  and  known  or 
potential  vegetative  habitat  of  the  species,  would  be 
conducted  prior  to  approval  of  operations.  The 
inventory  would  be  used  to  prepare  mitigative 
measures,  consistent  with  lease  rights  granted,  to 
reduce  the  impacts  of  surface  disturbance  to  these 
special  status  species. 

2.  Relocation  of  proposed  operations  more  than  the 
200  meters  permitted  in  standard  lease  terms,  in 
order  to  protect  high  value  scenic  resources. 
Mitigative  measures  would  be  prepared,  consistent 
with  lease  rights  granted,  to  reduce  the  impacts  of 
surface  disturbance  to  scenic  resources. 

Mitigation  measures  for  the  above  two  constraints 
may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  relocation  of 
roads,  pads,  pipelines,  and  other  facilities,  and 
fencing  operations  or  habitat. 

On  the  lands  described  below: 

For  the  purpose  of  protecting  USF&WS  listed  and 
candidate  species  and  BLM  sensitive  special  status 
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species  and  their  known  or  potential  habitat, 
especially  known  or  potential  habitat  of  the 
endangered  Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly,  and 
high  value  scenic  resources  within  the  Redcloud 
Peak  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACEC)  or  on  the  lands  described  above;  Gunnison 
Resource  Management  Plan  (Page  ). 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the 
regulatory  provisions  for  such  changes  (For  guidance 
on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manuals  1624 
and  3101,  and  Forest  Service  Manuals  1950  and 
2820). 

South  Beaver  Creek  Proposed  ACEC, 
Management  Unit  8;  G-8 

Surface  occupancy  or  use  is  subject  to  the  following 
special  constraints: 

1.  An  inventory  for  populations  of  USF&WS  listed 
threatened,  endangered,  candidate,  and  BLM  sensitive 
species,  especially  for  skiff  milkvetch,  including 
known  or  potential  habitat  of  the  species,  would  be 
conducted  prior  to  approval  of  operations.  The 
inventory  would  be  used  to  prepare  mitigative 
measures,  consistent  with  lease  rights  granted,  to 
reduce  the  impacts  of  surface  disturbance  to  these 
special  status  plant  species. 

2.  Relocation  of  proposed  operations  more  than  the 
200  meters  permitted  in  standard  lease  terms,  in 
order  to  protect  special  status  plant  species. 
Mitigative  measures  would  be  prepared,  consistent 
with  lease  rights  granted,  to  reduce  the  impacts  of 
surface  disturbance  to  special  status  plant  species. 


Mitigation  measures  for  the  above  constraints  may 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  relocation  of  roads, 
pads,  pipelines,  and  other  facilities,  and  fencing 
operations  or  habitat. 

On  the  lands  described  below: 

For  the  purpose  of  protecting  USF&WS  listed  and 
candidate  species  and  BLM  sensitive  special  status 
species  and  their  known  or  potential  habitat, 
especially  known  or  potential  habitat  of  skiff 
milkvetch,  within  the  South  Beaver  Creek  Area  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC);  Gunnison 
Resource  Management  Plan  (Page     ). 

An  exception  or  alteration  to  the  area  covered  by  this 
stipulation  may  be  approved  if  it  can  be  demonstrated 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Authorizing  Officer  that, 
after  an  impact  analysis  is  conducted  that  considers 
such  factors  as  the  type  and  amount  of  surface 
disturbance  proposed,  plant  frequency  and  density, 
and  the  relocation  of  disturbances,  operations  can  be 
conducted  without  causing  unacceptable  impacts  on 
USF&WS  listed  threatened,  endangered,  candidate, 
or  BLM  sensitive  listed  special  status  plant  species  or 
their  occupied  or  potential  habitat. 

Any  changes  to  this  stipulation  will  be  made  in 
accordance  with  the  land  use  plan  and/or  the 
regulatory  provisions  for  such  changes  (For  guidance 
on  the  use  of  this  stipulation,  see  BLM  Manuals  1624 
and  3101,  and  Forest  Service  Manuals  1950  and 
2820). 
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Map  L-1 

Full  Wildfire  Suppression  Areas 

Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan 
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APPENDIX  M 
ACCESS 

Table  M-l 

AREAS  TARGETED  FOR  ACCESS  IN  THE 
PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


TYPE  OF  ACCESS 
DESIRED1 


BENEFITTING  PROGRAMS 


MANAGEMENT 
UNIT 


TARGETED  AREA 


PUB  ADMIN      Livestock  Forestry        Recre- 

Grazing  ation 

Management 


1 
1 
1 

10 
12 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 


DEVIL'S  CREEK 

YAEGER  GULCH,  SKUNK  &  TROUT 
CREEKS 

ALPINE  GULCH  DRAINAGE  (HIKING  and 
HORSE  ONLY) 

ALONG  ROCK  CREEK 

BEAD  CREEK 

HUNTSMAN  MESA  (FROM  COLORADO 
HIGHWAY  149) 

VULCAN/BIG  MUD  POND 


PUBLIC  LANDS  EAST  OF  DEER  BEAVER 
CREEK 

SANDY  MESA  (ON  BLUE  MESA) 


POISON  DRAW  (ON  BLUE  MESA) 


WILLOW  CREEK  (IN  BLUE  MESA  AREA) 


X 
X 
X 


X 
X 
X 
X 
X 


X 


X 
X 


X 
X 
X 
X 
X 


X 
X 


X 
X 
X 


X 
X 


Notes:        '  Pub.  =  Public  Access;  Admin.  =  Administrative  Access 
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APPENDIX  N 
SOILS  AND  WATER  RESOURCES 


The  table  below  lists  target  basal  vegetation  cover  densities,  expressed  in  percentages,  for  upland  ecological  sites 
in  the  Planning  Area.  These  target  basal  vegetation  cover  densities  apply  to  soils  with  a  moderate  to  severe  erosion 
potential.  Additional  forage  could  be  allocated  to  livestock  or  wildlife  management  on  these  sites  once  these 
vegetative  cover  densities  are  achieved.  The  density  of  vegetation  to  be  achieved  will  vary,  depending  upon  the 
ecological  site  that  exists  where  the  activity  is  proposed.  Determining  when  the  target  densities  are  reached  would 
be  accomplished  by  a  monitoring  schedule  established  during  the  planning  stage  for  proposed  activities. 


Table  N-l 

TARGET  %  BASAL  COVER  DENSITIES  TO  BE  ACHIEVED  FOR  WATERSHED  NEEDS 
AND  PROTECTION  ON  SOILS  WITH  A  MODERATE  TO  SEVERE  EROSION  POTENTIAL 


ECOLOGICAL  SITES  ON  %  BASAL  COVER  OF 

UPLANDS  VEGETATION 

Alpine  Slopes  30 

Deep  Clay  Loam  25 

Dry  Mountain  Loam  10 

Mountain  Meadow  30 

Mountain  Loam  17 

Mountain  Outwash  10 

Mountain  Swale  25 

Subalpine  Loam  30 

Shallow  Subalpine  Loam  16 

Source:  Appendix  F,  Montrose  District  Soil  Erosion  Monitoring  Guidelines 
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CLIMATE  AND  AIR  QUALITY 


Table  O-l 

TEMPERATURE  DATA 

ELEVATION 

TEMPERATURE 

(degrees  F) 

STATION 

EX- 

EX- 

(ft., 

Mean  Sea 

TREME 

MEAN 

AN- 

MEAN 

TREME 

Level) 

MINI- 

MINI- 

NUAL 

MAXI- 

MAXI- 

MUM 

MUM 

MEAN 

MUM 

MUM 

Cimarron 

6,896 

-43 

22 

41 

61 

98 

Cochetopa 

8,000 

-39 

19 

37 

55 

92 

Crested  Butte 

8,860 

-43 

20 

36 

52 

90 

Gunnison 

7,664 

-41 

19 

37 

56 

96 

Lake  City 

8,670 

-33 

21 

38 

55 

91 

Ouray 

7,840 

-22 

32 

45 

58 

92 

Pitkin 

9,200 

-31 

17 

33 

50 

83 

Silverton 

9,272 

-37 

19 

36 

53 

85 

Taylor  Park 

9,206 

-60 

16 

33 

49 

85 

Table  0-2 
PRECIPITATION  AND  FROST-FREE  PERIODS 


PRECIPITATION  (inches) 

FROST-FREE  PERIOD 

MON- 

MON- 

AN- 

THLY 

THLY 

MEAN 

MEAN 

MEAN 

NUAL 

MAXI- 

MINI- 

SNOW- 

BEGIN 

END 

STATION 

MEAN 

MUM 

MUM 

FALL 

DAYS 

DATE 

DATE 

Cimarron 

14.0 

1.7 

0.8 

67 

46* 

6/28* 

8/13* 

Cochetopa 

10.8 

1.9 

0.6 

49 

49 

6/21 

8/09 

Crested  Butte 

25.5 

3.3 

1.3 

221 

29 

6/24 

7/23 

Gunnison 

11.6 

1.9 

0.6 

63 

45 

6/23 

8/07 

Lake  City 

14.1 

2.1 

0.8 

90 

72* 

6/28* 

9/08* 

Ouray 

21.1 

2.5 

1.0 

134 

129 

5/26 

10/2 

Pitkin 

18.0 

2.2 

1.1 

136 

2 

6/29* 

7/01* 

Silverton 

22.4 

3.0 

1.2 

140 

10 

6/28 

7/08 

Taylor  Park 

16.5 

2.1 

1.0 

151 

67 

6/18 

8/24 

Source:  PEDCO  Environmental,  Inc.  (1981) 
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Table  0-3 
SELECTED  ATMOSPHERIC  DISPERSION  DATA  AT  ALAMOSA,  COLORADO 


STABILITY  FREQUENCY 
(percent) 

APPROXIMATE  MIXING 
DEPTH  (m) 

SEASON 

UNSTABLE 

NEUTRAL 

STABLE 

MORNING 

AFTERNOON 

Annual 

29 

34 

37 

350 

2,300 

Winter 

21 

27 

52 

300 

1,300 

Spring 

26 

47 

27 

450 

2,900 

Summer 

39 

31 

30 

350 

3,200 

Fall 

29 

33 

38 

250 

2,000 

Sources:   PEDCO  Environmental,  Inc.  (1981) 
(Note:   Mixing  depths  are  statewide  averages). 


Table  0-4 

SELECTED  PARTICULATE  CONCENTRATION  DATA 

(micrograms  per  cubic  meter) 


STATION 

TOTAL  SUSPENDED  PART. 

PM-10 

Ann. 

2nd 

2nd 

Geo. 

24-hr. 

Ann.  Arit. 

24-hr. 

NAME/TYPE 

Year 

No.  Obs. 

Mean 

Max. 

No.  Obs. 

Mean 

Max. 

Crested  Butte/ 

1987 

— 

— 

— 

113 

35 

84 

Suburban 

1986 

21 

(52) 

(99) 

195 

44 

116 

1985 

58 

78 

276 

~ 

(40) 

(125) 

1984 

81 

71 

191 

- 

- 

- 

1983 

80 

57 

341 

- 

- 

- 

1982 

23 

(56) 

(142) 

- 

- 

- 

Source:   Colorado  Department  of  Health,  n.d. 
(Note  parentheses  indicate  insufficient  data). 
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Table  0-5 
SELECTED  ACID  PRECIPITATION  DATA  (pH) 


WINTER 

SPRING 

SUMMER 

FALL 

ANNUAL 

LOCATION/YEAR 

No. 
Obs 

Mean 

No. 
Obs 

Mean 

No. 
Obs 

Mean 

No. 
Obs 

Mean 

No. 
Obs 

Mean 

Alamosa: 

1987 

13 

5.80 

13 

5.86 

13 

5.16 

13 

5.26 

52 

5.42 

1986 

13 

5.00 

13 

5.86 

13 

5.32 

13 

5.03 

52 

5.28 

1985 

13 

5.91 

13 

5.45 

13 

5.21 

13 

5.33 

52 

5.29 

1984 

13 

6.02 

13 

6.73 

14 

5.36 

13 

5.48 

53 

5.51 

1983 

13 

5.81 

13 

5.93 

13 

5.50 

13 

5.51 

52 

5.58 

1982 

13 

5.31 

13 

6.13 

13 

5.68 

13 

5.47 

52 

5.59 

Engineer 
Mountain: 

1987 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

13 

4.80 

13 

4.95 

26 

4.89 

1986 

-- 

-- 

~ 

-- 

-- 

-- 

13 

4.89 

13 

4.89 

Molas  Pass: 

1987 

- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

13 

4.80 

13 

4.96 

26 

4.91 

1986 

— 

■" 

— 

— 

5 

4.76 

13 

4.97 

18 

4.89 

Source:   NADP/NTN,  1988. 

Note:      Precipitation  weighted  averages.  The  natural  pH  of  precipitation  is  approximately  5.6. 
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CONTOUR  INCREMENTS 
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Map  0-1 

Annual  Precipitation 

(1951-1980) 

0-4 


Maroon  Bella-Snowmaee  Wlldarnaaa 
PSD  Claaa  I  -  Colorado  Cat  1 


Weal  Elk  Wildernaaa 
PSD  Claaa  I  -  Colorado  Cat  1 


Gunniaon  Gorge  Recreation  Area 
PSD  Claaa  II  -  Colorado  Cat  1 


Black  Canyon  of  tha  Qunnlaon 
Wlldarnaaa 
Claaa  I  -  Colorado  Cat  1 


Black  Canyon  of  tha  Qunnlaon 

National  Monumant  (non-wlldarnaaa) 

P3D  Claaa  II  -  Colorado  Cat  1 


Uncompangre  Primitive  Area 
PSD  Claaa  II  -  Colorado  Cat  1 


La  Qarlta  Wildernaaa 
P8D  Claaa  I  -  Colorado  Cat  1 


Wileon  Mountain  Primativt  Area 
P8D  Claaa  II  -  Colorado  Cat  1 


Weminuche  Wildernaaa 
PSD  Claaa  I  -  Colorado  Cat  1 
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APPENDIX  P 

PUBLIC  COMMENTS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  DRAFT 
RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 

STATEMENT, 
AND  BUREAU  RESPONSES 


AVAILABILITY  AND  REVIEW  PERIOD 

Public  participation  during  the  early  parts  of  the  RMP 
process  described  in  the  Gunnison  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DRMP).  Public  participation  since 
publication  of  that  document  is  described  in  this 
section. 

Availability  of  the  DRMP  for  review  and  comment 
was  announced  in  the  Federal  Register  on  February 
28,  1991,  and  in  a  news  release  issued  at  the  same 
time.  The  DRMP  was  sent  to  those  on  our  mail  list 
in  March,  1991,  for  a  90-day  review  period.  The 
cover  letter  in  the  document  announced  dates  and 
locations  of  public  hearings  that  were  held  in  April  of 
1991.  Additional  material  was  sent  to  several 
individuals  and  organizations  upon  request,  including 
several  documents  and  maps  that  were  sent  to  the 
Gunnison  County  Stockgrower's  Association  in  July 
of  1991. 

The  BLM  received  a  total  of  88  letters  or  cards  about 
the  DRMP.  A  total  of  seven  speakers  gave  recorded 
oral  comments  at  the  two  public  hearings  held  in 
Gunnison  and  Lake  City.  The  letters  and  applicable 
pages  of  the  hearing  transcripts  are  reproduced  below 
in  reduced  form,  along  with  BLM's  responses  to 
comments  in  the  letters  and  those  made  at  the 
hearings. 

At  each  hearing,  an  informal  question  and  answer 
period  was  followed  by  a  presentation  by  the  Area 
Manager  and  formal  testimony  or  comment. 

The  Montrose  District  Multiple  Use  Advisory  Board 
and  Grazing  Advisory  Board  has  been  kept  apprised 
of  the  RMP  progress  and  their  comments  and 
recommendations  have  been  solicited. 


A  meeting  with  representatives  of  the  Gunnison 
County  Stockgrowers  was  held  on  July  10,  1991,  to 
explain  several  recommendations  in  the  DRMP,  and 
to  hear  of  their  concerns.  As  a  result,  clarification  of 
many  recommendations  in  the  Standard  Management 
section  for  Livestock  Grazing  Management  have  been 
included  in  the  same  section  of  the  PRMP. 

Coordination  with  other  agencies  and  assurance  that 
the  RMP  is  consistent  with  other  plans  was 
accomplished  through  communication  and  cooperative 
efforts  between  the  BLM  and  involved  federal,  state, 
and  local  agencies  and  organizations. 

The  Colorado  Governor's  clearinghouse  was  supplied 
with  numerous  copies  of  the  DRMP  for  review  to 
ensure  consistency  with  the  state's  ongoing  plans. 
The  team  reviewed  land  use  plans  for  counties  in  the 
Planning  Area  to  ensure  consistency.  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  personnel  have  met  with  county 
planners  and  commissioners  to  promote  greater 
understanding  of  goals,  objectives,  and  resources  of 
both  the  counties  and  the  BLM. 


WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND 
RESPONSES 

Table  P-l  below  displays  written  commentor's  names 
and  the  numbers  we  assigned  to  each  individual  letter 
or  card. 

Following  Table  P-l,  each  card  or  letter  received 
during  the  comment  period  on  the  DRMP  is 
published  in  a  reduced  form,  with  the  BLM  responses 
printed  immediately  to  the  right  of  the  letter  or  card. 
The  letters  and  cards  are  reprinted  in  the  order  in 
which  they  were  received.  Each  page  of  each  letter 
or  card  contains  its  identifying  number  in  the  top- 
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APPENDIX  P  -  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRMP  AND  BLM  RESPONSES 


right  comer.  Each  individual  comment  BLM 
responded  to  is  highlighted  on  letters  or  cards  by  a 
bold,  vertical  bar,  and  a  number.  The  response  is 
identified  by  this  same  number  beside  the  letter.  The 
response  may  be  printed  on  a  succeeding  page, 
however,    in  order   to   economize  on  the  number  of 


printed  pages.  Once  a  response  to  a  comment  is 
printed,  succeeding,  similar  comments  are  referred  to 
that  response  in  order  to  avoid  reprinting  a  response. 
However,  any  additional  information  needed  to 
thoroughly  respond  to  a  comment  is  included. 


Table  P-l 
KEY  TO  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  NUMBERS  ASSIGNED  TO  INDIVIDUAL 

LETTERS 


NAME  OF  ORGANIZATION 
OR  INDIVIDUAL 


NUMBER  ASSIGNED  TO 
LETTER,  CARD,  ETC. 


NUMBER  OF  INDIVIDUAL 
COMMENTS 


U.S.  Department  of  the  Air  Force 

Colorado  Off-Highway  Vehicle  Coalition 

Tom  Wilbanks 

Bureau  of  Mines 

Gary  Stations 

Kent  L.  Rickenbaugh 

Larry  Watkins 

William  M.  Folger 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

Earth  Sciences,  Inc. 

Tony  Merten 

Kurt  Aronow 

Clyde  W.  Doran 

Bill  Maxon 

Dennis  B.  Hall 

Andrew  McConkey 

Wendell  L.  Zachary 

Thomas  Keables 

Virginia  Lipson 

Edna  Mason 

Jeffrey  Keidel 

Mike  Stabler 

Kelly  Curtis 

Colorado  Chapter,  Wildlife  Society 

Jon  Sirkis 

Michelle  Dolemb 

Robert  L.  Tolfree  and  Claudia  Hogue 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

David  Christenson 

John  K.  Maurus 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 


0 

2 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

3 

10 

2 

6 

4 

0 

2 

4 

4 

1 

6 

5 

1 

2 

1 

5 

6 

2 

3 

5 

0 

8 

4 
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Table  P-l  (Cont'd) 
KEY  TO  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  NUMBERS  ASSIGNED  TO  INDIVIDUAL 

LETTERS 


NAME  OF  ORGANIZATION  NUMBER  ASSIGNED  TO  NUMBER  OF  INDIVIDUAL 

OR  INDIVIDUAL  LETTER,  CARD,  ETC.  COMMENTS 

Thomas  P.  Quinn  and  Carol  M.  Quinn  31  5 

Thomas  L.  Holderfield  32  5 

Kirt  Darner  33  1 

J.P.  Wingate  34  1 

Ralph  E.  Clark  III  35  30 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  36  10 

Jim  Yonan  37  4 

Kenneth  P.  Ochs  38  47 

Erich  Hill  39  1 

Kristan  Pritz  40  1 

L.  Richard  Bratton  41  1 

John  M.  Ritchey  42  2 

Tek  Resources,  Inc.  43  0 

Mark  Pearson  44  3 

John  Czarkecki  45  5 

James  A.  Bailey  46  12 

Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  47  12 

Robert  Hyde  48  4 

Wilderness  Study  Group,  Univ.  of  Colorado  49  4 

Gunnison  County  Stock  Growers  Association  50  41 

Yosi  Lutwak  51  18 

Hugh  Jameson  52  5 

Jamey  Crawford  53  1 

Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  54  17 

Barbara  Bernhardt  55  5 

The  Wilderness  Society  56  3 

Patricia  Wislow  57  4 

National  Park  Service  58  17 

E.D.  Howard  &  Sons  59  8 

Soil  Conservation  Service,  Gunnison  60  9 

Rocky  Mountain  Oil  &  Gas  Association  61  6 

Beth  Juliuskodje  62  3 

High  Country  Citizens'  Alliance  63  27 

Jan  Holt  64  3 

SINAPU  65  1 1 
Shavano  Soil  Conservation  District  and 

Montrose  Soil  Conservation  Service  66  7 

Colorado  Environmental  Coalition  67  20 

Montrose  Motorcycle  Trail  Riding  Association  68  1 
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Table  P-l  (Cont'd) 
KEY  TO  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  NUMBERS  ASSIGNED  TO  INDIVIDUAL 

LETTERS 


NAME  OF  ORGANIZATION 
OR  INDIVIDUAL 


NUMBER  ASSIGNED  TO 
LETTER,  CARD,  ETC. 


NUMBER  OF  INDIVIDUAL 
COMMENTS 


Taylor  Park  Cattle  Pool  Association 

Iola  Powderhorn  Stockgrowers  Association 

Mike  Howard 

American  Rivers 

Gunnison  County  Electric  Association,  Inc. 

Blue  Mesa  4-Wheelers 

Dick  Wilson 

Nicolas  Brothers 

Laurence  N. Currier  and  Mrs.  L.  M.  Currier 

Kenneth  P.  Ochs 

Dana  Ivers 

Mike  Cockrell 

Gunnison  County  Commissioners 

Dray,  Madison,  &  Thomson 

Colorado  Cattleman's  Association 

Dray,  Madison  &  Thomson 

Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

Town  of  Crested  Butte 

Colorado  Division  of  Water  Resources 


69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 


6 

8 
5 
10 

1 

1 

1 

7 

4 

3 

4 

5 

22 

17 

0 

3 

4 

5 

7 

2 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR   FORCE 


Response  to  Letter  1 

Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


i  0  mar  IS?1    m  22    A  9  CO 


Mr.  Robert  Moore 
State  Director 
Colorado  State  Office 
2850  Youngfleld  Street 
Lakewood,   Colorado  80215 

Dear  Mr.  Moore 

Thank  you  for  providing  us  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Gunnison  Resource 
Area,  Colorado. 

Our  review  Indicates  that  no  Air  Force  military  training  routes  presently 
exist  within  the  study  area  mentioned  above.  Therefore,  no  potential 
conflicts  are  known  to  exist  between  the  missions  of  our  respective 
agencies.  However,  routes  do  exist  to  the  east  of  the  study  area.  Training 
routes  and  airspace  requirements  of  the  military  do  occasionally  change.  In 
the  event  a  conflict  should  ever  arise,  we  are  available  to  assist  you  in 
establishing  liaison  between  your  agency  and  the  appropriate  Air  Force 
organization.  Th I s  Is  one  of  the  primary  roles  of  our  organization. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  these  documents  and  trust  the 
above  information  is  useful  in  your  planning  process.  We  also  look  forward 
to  continued  communication  with  your  office.   If  additional  Information  is 
needed,  please  contact  Mr.  Raymond  Bruntmyer,  telephone  (214)  653-3341. 


Sincerely 


SCOnXjTEMiS.  CAPT. 
OEPUTV  OIRECTOA 
REGION*!  ENVIRONUENTAI  OFFICE 
CENTRAL  RfGION 


Atch 

Training  Route  Map 


Cy  to: 


HQ  USAF/LEEVN 
140  TFW/DOT 
BLM  Montrose  District 
Manager 


^-jim      COLORADO 

\^^o«^L  OFF  H|GHWAY 

MEMBERS 

ColtMufc  Soo-nob.lt 
Colo.Mlo   Moiorcjclt 

\  ^f#       VEHICLE 
\1^^^       COALITION 

K  -  ■  ,    Movsitii 
Eoct-.o  C.if.i. 

Q    O    O    O 

Color  tdo  Ailocijiiob  of 
1-HrVti  fern  n„M    in. 

RiTif.an    Bitft    MotOfi    f  k 
Hin|'"i(i'  Comm.Htt 

PROIEC1  VOUR  OHV  PRIVILEGE 
P.O.  Box  620523 

Littleton,  CO  60162 

M ijik    Trirl    RtdiU| 

April    2,    1991 

Bill    Bottomly 
Gunnison    RMP   Team    Leader 
Bureau   of    Land    Management 
250S    So.    Townsend    Ave. 
Montrose,    CO      81401 

Mr.    Bottomly: 

It  appears  that  "Alternative  B"  is  the  best  alternative  in  that 
it  emphasizes  the  economic  dependence  of  the  local  communities 
on  surrounding  public  land.  This  area  is  one  of  the  most 
depressed  in  Colorado  and  further  restrictions  to  recreational 
and  extractive  uses  of  BLM  land  could  compound  the  economic 
stress  of  area  residents. 

"ACEC's"  are  as  impactive  as  wilderness  to  some  types  of 
recreation  and  other  uses  of  public  land.  True  economic  studies 
should  be  made  prior  to  any  designation  that  would  exclude 
certain  historic  uses  of  public  land. 


Responses  to  letter  2 

1 .  Thank  you  for  your  comments  on  alternative  formulation  in  the 
plan.  Your  comments  were  given  consideration  in  the  development 
of  the  PRMP. 

2.  The  designation  of  an  ACEC  is  designed  to  provide  management 
emphasis  and  attention  for  areas  where  special  resources  could  be 
severely  or  irreparably  damaged  if  not  properly  managed.  In  the 
PRMP  restrictions  are  imposed  only  if  it  is  anticipated  that  those 
resources  could  be  damaged  by  a  use  or  an  activity.  OHV  use 
would  not  be  eliminated  but  rather  regulated  in  some  ACECs  to 
assure  that  damage  to  special  resources  does  not  occur. 


Recreational  Resources  Committee 
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APR  9*193 


The   PRMP  has  been  changed  to  allow   sheep   grazing  on  the 
American  Basin  ACEC  (Management  Unit  4).  However,  use  would 
be  restricted  during  the  time  of  peak  recreation  visitation. 


1200  South  Belt  Line 
Wesquite.  TX  75149 
April  5.  1991 


Bill  Bottomly 

RJiP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Toansend  Avenue 

Montrose,  Colorado  81401 

bear  Mr.  Bottomly: 

I  an  writing  to  express  my  appreciation  of  and  support  for 
the  recommendations  for  American  Basin  in  Alternative  E  of  the 
Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area. 
I  am  glad  that  recognition  is  made  of  "the  midsummer 
wildf lowersmnd  high-quality  visual  resources"  of  that  area.   I 
am  especially  grateful  that  there  is  a  recommendation  that 
"domestic  livestock  grazing  ...  would  not  be  authorized  Id  the 
unit  in  order  to  maintain  and  protect  scenic  resources."   I 
assume  this  means  that  domestic  sheep  would  not  be  allowed  in 
the  area.   One  of  my  fondest  memories,  recorded  in  pictures  on 
my  office  wall,  is  of  being  in  American  Basin  and  at  Sloan's 
Lake  when  there  were  NO  sheep  and  the  wlldfloeers  were  outstanding. 
MANY  people  have  asked  me  where  the  pictures  were  taken.   But 
•hen  we  were  at  Lake  City  two  years  ago  and  I  planned  to  go  to 
American  Basin,  I  was  told  by  a  man  In  town  that  sheep  were 
being  grazed  there  and  there  were  few  wildflowers,  so  I  came  on 
home  the  next  day  Instead. 

1  also  appreciate  the  recommendation  that  "Motorized  vehicular 
travel  would  be  limited  to  designated  routes  within  the  unit  in 
order  to  prevent  destruction  to  wildflower  concentrations  and 
visual  resources  in  general." 

Thank  you  for  your  sensitivity  in  preserving  this  beautiful 
area  -  and  in  getting  the  sheep  out  of  American  basin. 


Sincerely . 

Tom  Wilbanks 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  Ol   MINtS 

INTERMOLMAIN  FIELD  OPKRATIONS  CENTER 

PO  BOX   .■-«* 

BUILDING  M    DENVER  f  EDERAL  CENTER 

DENVER.  COLORADO     B037) 


April     IS,     1991 


Memorandum 

To:  Bill  Bottomly,  RMP  Teas  Leader,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  2505  South  Townsend  Avenue,  Montrose, 
Colorado   8H01 

Froa:      Chief,  Ir.termountain  Field  Operations  Center 

Subject:  Review  of  Draft  Gunnison  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environnental  Impact  statement,  Montrose  District, 
Colorado 


In  response  to  your  request  for  Bureau  of  Mines  comment  on  the 
subject  document,  personnel  of  the  Intermountain  Field  Operations 
Center  reviewed  the  draft  Manaqement  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (EIS) .  With  plans  such  as  this,  the  Bureau  of  Mines  is 
concerned  primarily  with  possible  impacts  on  mineral  resources  or 
production  facilities. 

Mineral  resources,  including  locatable,  leasable,  and  salable 
■ineral  are  addressed  the  document.  Under  the  preferred 
alternative  (E)  most  the  areas  favorable  for  locatable  minerals,  as 
identified  by  the  Bureau  of  Mines  ( in  Special  Publication, 
Availability  of  Federal  Land  for  Mineral  Exploration  and 
Development  in  Western  States:  Colorado,  1984 ,  plate  1)  ,  are  in 
Management  Units  (E-12  and  E-13)  where  exploration  and  development 
would  be  permitted.  About  674,490  of  the  728,600  acres  of  federal 
mineral  estate  is  open,  although  many  acres  are  subject  to 
restrictions  that  effectively  could  close  the  areas  to  mineral 
resource  development.  The  acreage  subject  to  possible  restriction 
is  not  identified  in  the  document.  Most  favorable  areas  for  oil 
and  gas,  geothermal,  and  salable  resources  are  available,  some  with 
restrictions  (Appendix  K  -  Oil  and  gas  stipulations,  page 
references  to  the  main  text  for  Alternatives  B,  D,  and  E  have  no 
page  numbers).  The  summary  of  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable 
Commitments  of  Resources  (p.  4-74)  states  that  "Once  a  particular 
area  has  been  committed  to  a  single,  non-mineral  use,  it  is  not 
likely  that  the  use  would  be  reversed."  As  a  result,  any  mineral 
resources  within  these  areas  would  be  irreversibly  lost  to 
development.  The  Bureau  of  Mines  recommends  limited  use  of  this 
ranagement  option  and  full  consideration  be  given  to  all  resources 
in  a  management  area  before  it  is  designated  for  any  single-use 
purpose.  We  believe  a  policy  that  allows  as  much  land  with  mineral 


Responses  to  letter  4 

1.  Other  than  the  54,047  acres  that  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry  and  location  in  the  PRMP,  the  only  other  type  of 
restriction  on  locatable  minerals  would  be  that  plans  of  operation 
would  be  required  for  operations  on  42,339  acres  of  public  land 
recommended  for  ACEC  designation  (Management  Units  4  through 
9).  This  restriction  is  not  an  exclusion,  but  rather  presents  an 
opportunity  for  BLM  to  work  with  operators  regarding  stipulations 
and  mitigation  during  the  preparation  of  these  operating  plans.  See 
Table  1-1,  Chapter  Two,  in  the  PRMP,  for  areas  that  would  be 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location  in  the  various 
alternatives. 

2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  4.  The  vast 
majority  of  land  in  the  planning  area  would  be  managed  for  a 
variety  of  multiple  uses.  Mineral  resources  on  54,047  acres  of 
lands  withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location  would  be 
unavailable  for  development  and  are  considered  irretrievable. 
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potential  as  possible 
the  national  interest. 


sin  open  to  mineral  entry  is  clearly  in 
Sincerely, 


fliWco&hran,  Chief 
Intermountaln  Field  Operations  Center 


EKP/bde 
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031  N.  MAtN  ST.    •     P.O.  BOX  «91     •     FORT  WORTH.  TEXAS  76101 


April    19,    1991 


Responses  to  letter  5 

1.  Thank-you  for  your  letter  expressing  concern  over  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  River  issue.  Your  comments  were  considered  in  the 
preparation  of  the  PRMP. 


Mr.  Bill  Bottomly 

RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Townaend  Ave. 

Montrose,  CO   81401 


Dear  Mr.  Bottomly: 

I  an  a  property  owner  on  the  upper  Lake  Pork  of  the  Gunnison  river. 
My  property  contains  approximately  4.3  acres  and  one-third  mile  of 
river  frontage.  The  property  is  located  at  about  the  point  where  Wager 
gulch  enters  the  river,  so  I  am  not  sure  if  the  location  would  be 
in  segment  A  or  B  of  the  BLH's  wild  and  scenic  river  study. 

At  any  rate,  I  wish  to  enter  this  letter  as  my  objection  to  any 
attempt  to  designate  this  segment  of  the  Upper  Lake  Pork  river  as 
a  wild  and  scenic  river.  The  scenic  values  of  the  river  In  this  area 
contribute  little  to  the  overall  beauty  of  the  scenery.  He  already 
have  too  much  of  the  surrounding  area  designated  aa  wilderness  areas 
and  including  segments  A  or  B  would  only  further  restrict  the  enjoyment 
and  use  of  the  area  to  that  small  minority  of  backpackers  and  hunters. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  issue. 

Gary  Stallone 
1139  Melody  Lane 
RoanoVe,  TX   76262 


GS/j» 
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KtMT  AND  CAROLIKt  RICXtNBAUGH 


KRH  RANCH  B 
punt  a 


FUYU  fARMS  D 

HUM  VUlfl  Ci 


April  18.  1991 


Mr.  Barry  Tollefson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
216  North  Colorado 
Cunnlson,  Colorado  81230 

RE;   Alternative  C   Catergory  I 
Disposal  Traces  6  4  46 
Pages  D3  and  D5 
Dear  Barry: 

fta  Aorll  4   1991  Bart  Rickenbaugh  and  1  met  with  Art  Hayes 

to  allotment  6307  for  the  above  referenced  "icti.   "8"  i    '" 
4-62   4-66  Indicate  a  preferred  alternative  of  «llBl""i"f  *V*  8 
on  40  acre,  of  tract  46.   The  following  point,  were  dl.cus.ed. 

1)  The  referenced  are.  has  been  an  integral  part 
of  our  ranch  operation  for  a  long  period  of 
time.   The  head  gate  for  the  Vader-R.u.ls  ditch 
1.  .itu.ted  at  the  western  boundary  ol  the 
tract.  The  ditch  .erve.  our  ranch  and  several 
other,  down  .tre.m.   Water  right,  from  thl. 
ditch  precede  the  existence  of  the  BLM. 

2)  Our  le.se  with  the  Vader.  does  not  make  any 
reference  to  thl.  "Taylor  Park   g/«lng 
permit  .nd  we  therefore,  assume  full 
responsibility  as  well  as  control  of  It.  u.e. 

3)  Our  long  range  goal,  for  the  «nch  are  to 
achieve  a  balance  between  grazing  and  wildllle 
habitat. 

4)  The  above  permit  cover,  both  referenced  tr.cta. 

5)  We  feel  that  the  riparian  zone  of  tract  46 
1,  clo.er  to  20  .ere.  then  40  acre.. 

6)  The  Intermittent  flow  In  Sevell  Gulch  1.  In 
a  narrow  channel.   The  pasture  portion  of 
the  are.  is  primarily  Irrigated  by  waste 
water  from  the  Field  property  north  of 
Highway  50.   We  do  not  control  this  water. 

1       Keeoine  the  above  In  mind,  we  respectfully  reque.t  that  the 
review  the  preferred  alternative  in  light  of  the  following 
:lng  plan  for  the  tract  worked  out  with  Art: 


Thank  you  for  your  willingness  to  meet  with  us  to  discuss  the 
relationship  of  this  plan  to  your  operation.  The  general 
management  prescription  for  your  Allotment  (#6307),  can  be  found 
in  the  grazing  management  section  for  Units  11  and  15  in  the 
PRMP. 

Tract  No.  6  referred  to  in  the  comment  would  be  available  for 
consideration  for  disposal  upon  approval  of  the  RMP  and  when  the 
land  sale/disposal  activity  plan  is  prepared.  The  tract  No.  46 
referred  to,  through  which  Tomichi  Creek  runs,  would  not  be 
available  for  disposal. 


BLM 


IUIUM  MBKUI  -  I7J  M0..W.I  01»n»  CO  M20J  /  I30JI  »?>"" 


Page  2 

April  18.  1991 

Hr.  Tollefson 


1)  There  will  be  no  grazing  north  of  Tomchi  Creek 
In  the  riparian  area  until  September  1,  1991. 

2)  The  area  may  be  grazed  after  September  1,  1991 
in  compliance  with  the  term,  of  the  permit 
Including  "move  off"  with  an  objective  of 
maintaining  a  4"  stubble  height. 

3)  Salt  blocks  have  been  moved  into  the  sage 
brush  on  the  hill  .ides. 

4)  The  success  of  this  grazing  plan  would  be 
reviewed  in  the  Spring  of  1992  in  relation 

to  mutual  objectives  of  the  BLM  and  our  ranch 
operation. . 

1  would  be  remiss  In  not  pointing  out  the  fact  that  E1S 
lists  both  of  the  above  tract,  as  Disposal  Property.   As  you 
know,  we  stand  ready  to  purchase  the  tracts  for  cash  -  the  most 
practical  solution  to  BLM  management  expenses  associated  with 
them. 

Would  you  be  kind  enough  to  acknowledge  receipt  of  this 
input  and  advise  me  as  to  when  we  can  expect  your  decision. 
Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  this 


ckenbaugh 


KLR/pmm 
cc :   Mr . 


Art  Hayes 
Bob  Wright 
Harry  Vader 
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419  W.  Navajo  Rd. 
Flagstaff,  AZ  86001 
May  9,  1991 

Mr.  Bill  Bottomly,  Team  Leader 
BLM  District  Office 
Montrose,  Colorado 

Dear  Mr.  Bottomly: 

Thank  you  for  providing  me  with  the  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
EIS  on  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  and  allowing  me  the  opportunity 
to  comment  thereon. 

The  following  comments  are  based  on  the  perspective  of  occupying 
a  summer  residence  in  the  area  for  the  past  seventeen  years.   I 
am  extremely  familiar  with  the  upper  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison 
River  from  Sloan  Lake  to  the  Sherman  townsite  but  also  familiar 
with  all  of  Hinsdale,  southern  Gunnison,  and  eastern  San  Juan  and 
Ouray  counties.   I  have  no  economic  self-interest  in  the  area 
other  than  homeownership. 

My  first  concern  deals  with  degradation  of  the  environs  which  has 
occurred  over  the  past  seventeen  years  due  to  increasing  visitor 
use  and  misuse.   People  by  their  very  nature  are  intrusive 
especially  when  they  employ  motorized  vehicles.   A  portion  of 
total  visitors  have  consistently  violated  "designated  roadway 
rules".   Increasing  the  number  of  visitors  via  changes  in 
demographics,  increased  leisure  time,  or  designation  of  Alpine 
Triangle  SRMA  without  adequate  funding  and  resolve  to  monitor 
activities,  simply  Increases  the  absolute  number  of  violations 
and  the  consequent  damage.   Increased  numbers  also  puts  pressure 
on  the  finite  number  of  "good  camping  sites"  further  degrading 
those  particular  areas.   Machine  (vehicle)  noise,  road  dust,  and 
the  visual  impact  of  more  visitors  reduces  the  quality  of  the 
experience  for  all  of  those  in  the  area.   Is  it  better  for  150 
people  to  have  an  outdoor  experience  or  for  100  to  have  an 
exceptional  outdoor  experience?   This  is  a  quality  of 
life/experience  issue  that  seems  to  be  overlooked  in  many 
analysis. 

I  concur  that  further  development  may  significantly  improve  the 
economic  condition  of  Lake  City  (et  al)  but  not  without  cost  to 
the  millions  of  US  citizens  that  do  not  reside  in  Lake  City, 
Silverton,  Ouray,  etc.   The  individuals  that  chose  to  move  to 
these  communities  did  so  without  being  coerced.   No  one  forced 
individuals  to  buy  or  start  business  in  these  communities.   I 
reject  the  notion  that  US  public  lands  should  be  managed  to 
enhance  local  economies;  economies  that  have  a  one-hundred  year 
history  of  marginal  survival. 

My  second  item  of  concern  deals  with  livestock  grazing.  I  am 
familiar  with  the  nation-wide  controversy  that  surrounds  this 
topic  as  are  you  I'm  certain.   Grazing  has  historically  had  a 


Response  to  letter  7 

1.      Thank    you    for    your   letter.    Your    comments    were    taken   into 
consideration  in  the  formulation  of  the  PRMP. 


negative  impact  on  the  areas  in  question.   Even  well-meaning 
permitees  (ranchers)  cannot  realistically  guarantee  that  their 
on-site  herders  will  abide  by  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
permit.   As  the  range  management  specialist  will  attest,  they 
simply  do  not  have  an  appreciation  for  the  complexities  of  the 
situation  and  often  language  barriers  prevent  successful 
resolution  of  conflicts  that  do  occur.   In  the  36-72  hours 
necessary  to  resolve  permit  condition  violations  the  damage  is 
done.   When  ranchers  are  less  than  well-meaning,  damage  is  even 
more  wide  spread.  When  cattle  grazing  was  active  in  the  area,  it 
was  common  to  observe  201  more  cattle  than  was  allowed  under  the 
permit. 

Based  on  the  above  observations  and  concerns  combined  with  the 
prevalent  national  attitudes  toward  conservation  of  public 
resources,  it  appears  that  alternative  D  is  the  only  viable 
alternative.   Anything  that  even  indirectly  causes  increased 
visitor  pressure  will  reduce  the  quality  of  the  experience  for 
visitors  and  residents  alike. 

As  an  aside,  I  agree  that  designation  of  the  Upper  Lake  Fork  of 
the  Gunnison  River  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river  is  not  the  best 
approach.   I  believe  that  such  a  designation  will  put  more 
visitor  pressure  on  an  area  that  is  already  suffering  degradation 
due  to  over  use. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  express  my  opinions. 

Sincerely, 


Larry  Watkins,    Ph.D 
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May  14,   1991 


11 

31 


Bill  BottomJy,  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2805  South  Townsend  Avenue 
Montrose,   Colorado     81*01 


Dear  Mr.    Bottcmly: 

Colorado  Environmental  Coalition,  which  I  serve  as  a  board  member,  has 
my  complete  support   in  recommending  these  changes  in  the  management 
plan  and  environmental   impact   statement  for  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area: 

-  designating  all   the  Lake  Fork  of  Gunnison  River  as  wild  and  scenic. 

-  making  Alpine  Triangle,   East  Gunnison,  Cebolia  Creek  and  West  Antelope 

Creek  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern. 

-  adopting  more  protective  grazing  management. 
Please  consider   these  improvements  very  seriously. 


/^-C-^-k^vTU-^t-4^' 


Professor  William  M.  Folger 

2390  Locust  Street 

Denver,   Colorado      80207-3448 


1 .  The  BLM  received  several  comments  similar  to  this  one.  The 
response  to  the  comment  is  referenced  hereafter  for  all  similar 
comments. 

Regarding  the  wild  and  scenic  river  study  process,  BLM's 
responsibility  is  to  examine  streams  within  their  jurisdiction  and 
make  three  determinations:  1 ),  are  there  any  rivers  that  are  eligible 
for  designation?,  2),  for  those  rivers  that  are  eligible,  what  is  their 
potential  classification?,  and  3),  which  eligible  rivers  are  suitable 
for  designation?  The  BLM  then  makes  a  recommendation 
concerning  designation  or  non-designation.  Actual  designation  of 
rivers  into  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  is  the 
responsibility  of  Congress,  rather  than  BLM.  In  the  study  process 
for  this  RMP,  only  segment  A  of  the  Lake  Fork  of  The  Gunnison 
River  was  found  to  be  eligible  (i.e.,  determined  to  have  free  flowing 
status  and  at  least  one  outstandingly  remarkable  quality). 
Although  determined  to  be  eligible,  the  segment  was  found  not  to 
be  suitable  for  inclusion  into  the  system.  The  segment  was  not 
recommended  for  designation  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  of  the 
DRMP  or  the  PRMP.  The  study  process  and  findings  are 
documented  in  Appendix  I,  of  the  PRMP.  Appendix  I  in  the  PRMP 
also  documents  the  interdisciplinary  analysis  for  the  rest  of  the 
streams  in  the  planning  area. 


2.  The  BLM  received  several  comments  similar  to  this  one.  The 
response  to  the  comment  is  referenced  hereafter  for  all  similar 
comments. 

Some  very  important  values  in  the  Alpine  Triangle  area  can  be 
appropriately  managed  according  to  the  prescriptions  for 
Management  Units  within  the  Alpine  Triangle  Special  Recreation 
Area  (units  1 ,  4,  5,  6,  and  parts  of  15),  and  existing  and  future 
policies,  regulations,  and  laws.  Portions  of  the  Alpine  Triangle  area 
in  which  special  management  concerns  exist  are  recommended  for 
ACEC  designation  (unit  5,  Red  Cloud  Peak,  unit  4,  American  Basin, 
and  unit  6,  Slumgullion  Slide  National  Natural  Landmark)  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative  of  the  DRMP,  and  in  the  PRMP. 

The  bighorn  sheep  herd  in  Cebolia  Creek  (Unit  10)  can  be 
sufficiently  protected  through  seasonal  limitations  and 
management  of  domestic  sheep  grazing.  The  area  has  little 
potential  for  mineral  development.  Therefore,  in  the  judgement  of 
BLM,  these  prescriptions,  conditions,  and  existing  laws, 
regulations,  and  policy  are  sufficient  to  manage  the  area,  and  an 
ACEC  designation  for  the  lands  is  not  needed. 

The  East  Gunnison  Area  (Unit  12  in  the  PRMP)  contains  public 
lands  with  crucial  elk  and  deer  winter  range.  To  protect  this  value 
the  PRMP  prescribes  seasonal  restrictions  from  disruptive  activities 
and  OHV  limitations  during  critical  wildlife  periods.  A  Coordinated 
Resource  Activity  Plan  (CRMAP)  would  be  written  and  would 
address  the  need  to  protect  and  enhance  the  wildlife  winter  range. 
BLM  feels  that  these  provisions  will  sufficiently  protect  the  values 
of  the  area  and  special  ACEC  designation  is  not  needed. 

The  West  Antelope  Area  (Unit  7  in  the  PRMP)  is  recommended  for 
designation  as  an  ACEC  (28,215  acres)  in  the  DRMP  and  PRMP. 
This  area  has  high  concentrations  of  elk  and  deer;  it  envelopes  the 
Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  Sapinero  State  Wildlife  Area;  it  is  bald 
eagle  habitat;  it  has  the  Dillon  Mesa  bighorn  sheep  herd;  and  it 
receives  extensive  recreational  use  (especially  hunting).  Therefore, 
in  addition  to  restrictions,  BLM  proposes  to  designate  the  area  as 
an  ACEC. 
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The  BLM  received  several  comments  similar  to  this  one.  The 
response  to  the  comment  is  referenced  hereafter  for  all  similar 
comments. 

Numerous  actions  were  included  in  Standard  Management  and 
various  Management  Unit  prescriptions  in  the  Preferred  Alternative 
in  the  DRMP  to  improve  livestock  grazing  management  on  public 
lands,  both  on  uplands  and  in  riparian  zones.  Some  of  these 
include  exclusions  or  restrictions  on  range  treatment  or  project 
implementation,  season  of  use  and  type  of  use  changes, 
elimination  of  grazing  in  some  locations,  and  minimum  stubble 
heights  and  a  specified  percent  of  forage  use  that  would  be 
permitted.  Please  refer  to  the  Standard  Management  section  of 
Chapter  Four  in  the  PRMP,  and  the  individual  unit  prescriptions  to 
see  how  these  actions  were  carried  forth  from  the  DRMP  into  the 
PRMP. 
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PROM:     Colorado  State  Supervisor.  Fish  and  Wlldl/fe"  idb^) 
Enhancement.  Colorado  state  Office.  Golden.  Colorado 

SUBJECT:   Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Resource 
Management  Plan  for  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area 

We  have  completed  our  review  of  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  (DEIS)  and  resource  management  plan  (RMP)  for  the 
Gunnison  Resource  Area  (GRA) .   We  have  given  most  of  our 
attention  to  threatened  and  endangered  species  and  wetland  Issues 
that  are  disclosed  for  Alternative  E,  the  preferred  alternative. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 

The  preferred  alternative  recognizes  the  importance  of  continuing 
to  consult  with  the  Fish  and  wildlife  Service  (Service)  for  those 
activities  that  may  Impact  Federally  listed  threatened  or 
endangered  species.  This  alternative  also  proposes  to  designate 
specific  areas  within  the  GRA  for  the  protection  of  the  skiff 
milkvetch  (Astragalus  mlcrocvmbus) .  a  Federal  candidate  species, 
and  the  Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly  (Bolorla  acrocnoma)  .  a 
federally  proposed  species.   The  draft  DEIS/RHP  also  acknowledges 
the  previous  coordination  that  has  occurred  between  our  agencies. 
However,  we  believe  the  DEIS/RMP  could  be  improved  by  qiving  more 
attention  to  the  following  issues:   (1)  Wetlands;  (2)  Water 
depletion  from  the  upper  Colorado  River  basin;  (3)  the  boreal 
western  toad  (Bufo  boreas  hnrpas)   a  Federal  candidate  species; 
(4)  prairie  dog  distribution  and  abundance;  and  (5)  black-footed 
ferrets  (Mustela  nlorlpes) . 

Wetlands  are  a  unique  vegetative  community  that  can  provide 
habitat  for  many  species  of  wildlife.   In  recent  years,  many 
Federal  agencies  have  dedicated  a  significant  amount  of  effort  to 
inventory  wetlands  and  better  define  their  value.   The  DEIS/RMP 
has  no  discussion  of  the  wetland  types  or  values  that  may  occur 
in  the  GRA.   Based  on  our  limited  knowledge  of  the  GRA,  we 
believe  wetlands  probably  exist.   We  believe  the  Bureau  should 
therefore,  give  consideration  to  qualify  and  quantify  the  various 
types  of  wetlands  that  may  exist  on  the  GRA. 
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1 .  The  PRMP  recommends  that  BLM  would  inventory,  classify  and 
consider  wetlands  in  all  plans  for  surface-disturbing  activities  on 
public  land.  Refer  to  the  Riparian  Zones  paragraph(s)  in  the 
Standard  Management  section,  in  Chapter  Four  of  the  PRMP  for 
exact  language  for  wetlands  management,  and  to  the  Glossary  for 
a  definition  of  wetlands. 

2.  The  statement  on  page  2-14  in  the  DRMP  pertaining  to  trans-basin 
water  diversions  was  made  to  make  the  reader  aware  that  the 
possibility  exists  for  future  diversions  to  occur.  Trans-basin  water 
diversions  and  allocation  of  water  rights  are  beyond  the  scope  of 
this  RMP.  At  present,  the  only  proposal  to  divert  water  from  the 
Upper  Gunnison  River  Basin  is  by  Arapaho  County,  and  is  still  in 
litigation.  Arapaho  County's  existing  proposal  would  have  no 
significant  impact  on  public  lands.  If  trans-basin  water  diversion 
proposals,  and  associated  facilities  that  could  affect  public  land  do 
materialize  during  the  life  of  the  plan,  BLM  would  evaluate  these 
for  potential  impacts  and  respond  accordingly.  Actions, 
recommendations,  and  authorized  activities  in  the  land  use  plan 
would  result  in  a  minuscule  and  insignificant  amount  of  water 
depletion  in  the  context  of  the  basin. 

3.  We  have  added  this  information  to  Table  2-1  2  (See  Chapter  Three, 
in  the  PRMP).  BLM  would  follow  the  same  management  procedures 
regarding  this  species  as  identified  under  the  Special  Status  Plant 
and  Animal  Species  and  Habitat  section  of  Standard  Management 
in  the  PRMP. 

4.  Prairie  dog  abundance  and  distribution  was  not  discussed  in  the 
DRMP  because  their  numbers  on  public  lands  in  the  resource  area 
are  limited  and  are  not  in  sufficient  quantities  to  provide  benefits 
to  ferret  recovery  during  the  life  of  this  plan. 
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The  DEIS/RMP  recognizes  that  water  resources  within  the  GRA  may 
be  utilized  for  trans-basin  diversions  to  the  East  Slope  (page  2- 
14).   We  believe  any  depletion  of  water  from  the  Upper  Colorado 
River  Basin  1g  an  ljnpact  to  the  federally  listed  fish  species 
occurring  in  the  Basin,  and  therefore  would  trigger  a  "may 
effect'  finding  under  the  Endangered  Speciee  Act  (Act) . 
Consequently,  we  believe  Chapter  4  (Environmental  Consequences) 
should  determine  whether  water  depletion  will  occur  with  any  of 
the  alternatives  and  disclose  the  quantity  of  depletion  (in  acre- 
feet)  occurring  with  each  alternative. 

The  boreal  western  toad  is  a  category  2  candidate  species.   This 
toad  Inhabits  marshes  and  wet  meadows  and  similar  habitats 
generally  between  8.500  and  11,000  feet.  There  are  historical 
records  of  this  toad  from  southern  Hinsdale  and  northern  Gunnison 
counties.   Due  to  the  recognized  declining  status  of  this  toad 
and  its  historical  occurrence  within  the  GRA,  we  believe  it 
should  be  included  In  Table  2-12  (page  2-19).  There  should  also 
be  some  consideration  to  determine  the  toad's  current  status  on 
the  GRA. 

Recently,  the  Service  received  an  inquiry  from  Dr.  Jame6 
Fitzgerald  of  the  University  of  Northern  Colorado  regarding  the 
status  of  the  Gunnison!  subspecies  of  the  Gunnison  prairie  dog 
(Cvnomvs,  qunnlsonl  ounnisoni)  throughout  its  historical  range 
(this  is  the  subspecies  that  occurs  in  the  GRA)  .   He  presents 
evidence  suggesting  a  significant  decline  in  the  abundance  and 
distribution  of  this  animal.   Due  to  this  inquiry,  the  value  of 
prairie  dogs  to  many  other  species,  and  the  potential 
implications  to  ferret  recovery,  we  believe  it  is  appropriate  for 
the  DEIS/RMP  to  address  prairie  dog  abundance  and  distribution  in 
the  GRA. 

We  find  no  significant  attention  to  the  black-footed  ferret  in 
the  DEIS/RKP.   Although  we  know  of  no  historical  records  of 
black-footed  ferrets  from  the  GRA.  it  is  generally  believed  they 
overlapped  the  range  of  all  prairie  dog  species  in  Colorado.  For 
the  past  three  years,  and  through  a  multlagency  working  group, 
there  has  been  an  ongoing  Statewide  effort  to  inventory  prairie 
dog  distribution.   The  purpose  of  this  Inventory  Is  to  attempt  to 
resolve  prairie  dog  management  Issues  and  identify  candidate 
black-footed  ferret  reintroductlon  sites.   Your  State  Office,  and 
the  White  River  and  Little  Snake  Resource  Areas,  have  been 
involved  with  this  activity  for  several  years.   Due  to  these 
ongoing  recovery  efforts,  and  the  presence  of  prairie  dogs  in  the 
GRA,  we  believe  the  DEIS/RMP  should  dedicate  more  attention  to 
the  black-footed  ferret.   Although  page  3-103  makes  a  generic 
statement  regarding  the  reintroductlon  of  threatened  and 
endangered  species,  we  ask  the  Bureau  to  determine  whether  this 
is  adequate  to  obviate  the  requirement  of  an  amendment  to  the 


The  Planning  Area  contains  historical  habitat  for  the  black-footed 
ferret,  an  endangered  species,  as  noted  on  page  2-18  and  2-19  of 
the  DRMP.  Should  a  candidate  ^introduction  site  for  black-footed 
ferrets  be  identified  during  the  life  of  the  plan,  a  plan  amendment 
would  not  be  necessary  in  order  to  consider  reintroducing  the 
species.  According  to  the  PRMP,  such  actions  may  be  authorized, 
following  preparation  of  a  release  or  reintroduction  plan, 
environmental  analysis,  and  consultation  with  appropriate  federal, 
state,  and  local  agencies,  and  other  affected  parties.  See  the 
section  in  Standard  Management  in  the  PRMP  entitled  Special 
Status  Plant  and  Animal  Species  and  Habitat. 

Thank  you  for  bringing  this  confusing  language  to  our  attention. 
Refer  to  the  Special  Status  Plants  and  Animals  section  in  Standard 
Management  of  the  PRMP  that  clears  up  this  confusion. 

Thank  you  for  the  information.  The  Uncompahgre  f ritillary  butterfly 
was  listed  as  an  endangered  species  by  the  USF&WS  on  June  24, 
1991.  Table  2-12  and  Chapter  Two  of  the  DRMP  have  been 
changed  accordingly.  The  Management  Unit  5  prescription  in  the 
PRMP  for  the  Red  Cloud  Peak  ACEC  also  reflects  the  new  status 
of  the  species. 

Thank  you  for  the  information.  A  change  has  been  made  to  Table 
2-13,  page  2-20  in  the  DRMP  to  reflect  this  new  information 
regarding  Gunnison  Milkvetch  observations. 

The  requirement  for  consultation  with  the  U.S.F.&W.S.  for  any 
activity  causing  impact  to  federally  listed  species  is  noted  in  the 
Standard  Management  section  of  the  description  of  the  PRMP.  If 
different  buffers  would  be  required  to  protect  a  species,  BLM 
would  stipulate  the  requirement  in  authorizations  for  discretionary 
actions. 
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10.    Thank  you  for  the  information.  See  Appendix  J  in  the  PRMP  for  the 
updated  language. 


I  RMP.  should  a  candidate  reintroductlon  site  for  black-footed 
^  I  ferrets  be  identified. 

SPECIFIC  COKMENTS 

Page  S-l.  table  S-l:   If  water  depletion  will  occur  due  to  any  of 
the  anticipated  activities  authorized  by  the  RMP,  compare 
these  depletions  for  each  of  the  alternatives.   Also. 
Include  a  comparison  for  the  wetlands  associated  with  each 
alternative. 

Page  2-14,  vegetation:   There  shculd  be  a  discussion  of  wetlands. 
We  believe  it  would  also  be  appropriate  to  categorize  the 
wetland  according  to  Cowardln  et  al  (1979). 

I  Page  2-16.  Special  status  plant  and  animal  species  and  habitat: 
The  Endangered  Species  Act  (Act)  provides  full  protection  to 
only  federally  listed  species.   Delete  the  reference  to 
"sensitive  species". 

Page  2-18,  animals:   Add  the  boreal  western  toad  to  the  text,  and 
Include  it  in  table  2-12. 

I  Page  2-19,  invertebrates:   The  Uncompahgre  frltillary  butterfly 
was  proposed  for  listing  as  an  endangered  species  on  October 
IS.  1990.  This  new  designation  should  be  recognized,  and 
the  species  should  be  added  to  table  2-12.   The  animal  now 
receives  protection  under  the  Act. 

Page  2-20,  table  2-13:  Astragalus  anlsus.  the  Gunnison 

milkvetch,  occurs  on  Bureau  land  in  the  Parlin  area  and 
undoubtedly  on  similar  habitat  elsewhere  in  the  Gunnison 
Valley.   There  Is  recent  data  on  this  species.   John 
Anderson,  our  staff  botanist  has  observed  it  there  in  1989 
and  1990.   A  collection  label  from  1989  is  attached,  as  well 
as  a  list  of  older  collections.   There  is  no  current  data  to 
indicate  whether  this  species  is  common  or  rare.   However, 
it  is  still  a  Gunnison  Basin  endemic,  and  thus  a  localized 
species. 

Page  4-56.  Impacts  on  soils  and  water  resources:   This  section 

should  conclude  whether  any  water  depletion  will  occur  with 
the  preferred  alternative,  as  suggested  on  page  2-14,  trans- 
basin  diversion. 

Page  4-59,  Impacts  on  special  status  plant  and  animal  species  and 
habitat:   It  may  be  appropriate  to  restate  the  requirement 
for  formal  section  7  consultation  for  any  activity  causing 
impact  to  federally  listed  species.   This  could  also  relate 
to  the  land  disposals  referenced  in  the  document. 
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Appendix  A,  table  A-4:   We  believe  6patial  and  temporal  buffers 
can  be  effective  In  reducing  potential  impacts.   We  again 
emphasize  that  any  required  consultation  under  the  Act  may 
recommend  buffer  zones  that  are  different  than  those 
provided  in  this  table. 

Page  G-l,  threatened,  endangered,  and  sensitive  species:   It  is 
obvious  that  specific  situations  may  require  measures  to 
avoid  or  offset  potential  impacts  that  are  not  shown  here. 

Page  J-l:   Most  of  this  page  recites  text  from  the  Pederal 
Renister  that  lists  those  species  considered  Federal 
candidates.   This  list  Is  published  by  the  Service 
biannually.   We  believe  some  of  the  text  you  reference  is 
outdated;  for  example,  the  second  sentence  of  the  second 
paragraph  ('Also. . .extinct') .   We  believe  you  should 
reference  the  January  6,  1989  Federal  Register  for  correct 
terminology  and  interpretation.   You  may  want  to  wait  for 
the  newly  revised  list  which  should  be  published  soon. 

Appendix  K:   Again  we  wish  to  emphasize  that  any  required 
Section  7  consultation  may  recommend  stipulations  not 
identified  In  other  documents. 


Attachment 

cc:   CDOW,  Montrose 

FWE,  Golden 

FWE,  Grand  Junction 

FWE.  Salt  Lake  City 
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Kay  16,  1991 


Mr.  Bill  Bottomly 
Department  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Gunnison  RKP/EIS  Team  Leader 
250S  South  Townsend  Ave. 
Montrose.  CO  81401 


Gunnison  Resource  RMP/EIS 

ESI  Letter  of  December  16,  1988. 


Dear  Mr.  Bottomly: 

Thank  you  for  the  copy  of  the  Gunnison  Resource  RMP/EIS 
(March  1991).   It  Is  difficult  for  ESI  to  rate  the  four 
alternative  management  plana  presented  since  each  case  falls 
to  recognize  the  Importance  and  even  the  existence  of  the  Red 
Mountain  Alunite  Deposit.  Me  consider  this  resource  of 
alumina,  potash  and  sulfur  to  be  one  of  the  most  valuable 
factors  to  be  considered. 

Subsequent  to  the  exploration  program  under  exploration 
permit  C-11418  which  was  granted  November  1,  1974,  the 
deposit  has  been  held  under  PRLA  C-11418.   To  our  knowledge, 
it  is  the  largest  and  highest  grade  deposit  of  alunite  in  the 
world. 


ESI  and  its  affiliates  have  spent 
identify,  explore  and  design  a  program 
resource.   The  lease  on  the  deposit  is 
of  legislation  passed  In  1983  prohibitl 
processing  mineral  leases  in  Wilderness 
time  tbe  Red  Mountain  area  will  cease 
will  be  granted.   To  do  otherwise  would 
the  courts  certainly  will  not  allow  to 
people  of  the  United  States  as  well  as 
shareholders  whose  money  has  been  spent 


millions  of  dollars  to 
for  development  of  the 
being  held  up  because 
ng  expenditures  for 

Study  Areas.   At  some 
o  be  a  WSA  and  a  lease 

be  a  travesty  that 
be  perpetuated  on  the 
the  thousands  of  ESI 

on  the  project. 


The  United  States  is  dependent  upon  imports  for  961  of 
its  alumina,  68%  of  Its  potash  and  11%  of  its  sulfur.   These 
are  the  commodities  that  will  be  produced  from  the  Red 
Mountain  Alunite  Deposit.   This  dependence  will,  without 
question,  grow  in  future  years. 

The  deposit  is  large  enough  to  produce  10  million  tons 
of  alumina  each  year  throughout  the  21st  century  from  an  area 
of  only  660  acres.   If  it  is  assumed  that  the  government 
receives  a  royalty  equivalent  to  $1  per  ton  of  alumina.   The 


9K)  12th  Street  •  Golden  Colo-ado  8CM01  .  (303)279-7641 
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1.  The  proposed  management  actions  in  the  DRMP  or  PRMP  would 
not  preclude  development  of  the  Red  Mountain  Alunite  deposit, 
now  or  in  the  future.  The  valid  existing  right  by  Earth  Sciences 
would  continue.  The  DRMP,  on  page  I-7,  acknowledges  the 
existence  of  the  Earth  Sciences  Preference  Right  Lease  Application 
and  describes  how  these  minerals  would  be  managed  under  all 
alternatives,  including  the  Preferred  Alternative.  This  management 
direction  is  carried  into  the  PRMP  in  much  the  same  manner  as 
described  therein.  Refer  to  the  sub-heading  SOLID,  NON-ENERGY 
LEASABLE  MINERALS  under  the  heading  TOPICS  NOT 
ADDRESSED  IN  THE  PRMP,  Chapter  Two,  in  the  PRMP  for 
management  of  these  minerals. 
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Me.  Bill  Bottomly 
May  16,  1991 
Page  2 


BLM  will  receive  $10  million  per  year  or  $15,150  per  acre  per 
year  for  100  years  from  products  which  will  have  a  gross 
value  of  approximately  $50  billion,  measured  in  1991  dollars. 
Employment  will  Increase  by  several  hundred  taxpayers  in 
Hinsdale  County  and  several  thousand  taxpayers  at  the 
processing  site  which  will  probably  be  In  Montrose  County. 
From  this,  the  state  and  local  governments  will  receive  tens 
of  millions  of  dollars  in  direct  taxes  and  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars  in  Indirect  taxes  each  and  every  year. 

Earth  Sciences,  Inc.  is  confident  that  PRLA  C-11418  will 
ultimately  be  approved.   Failure  to  do  so  would  simply  be 
giving  in  to  zealous,  vocal  minority  special  Interest  groups, 
thereby  depriving  all  the  people  of  the  state  and  the  nation 
of  the  economic  benefits  of  their  natural  resource  heritage. 

This  deposit  is  destined  to  be  a  significant  part  of 
Colorado's  economy  In  the  21st  century.   It  Is  our  plea  that 
you  recognize  this  in  whichever  plan  that  Is  adopted.   As  you 
might  surmise,  our  preference  would  be  either  Plan  C,  A  or  E 
in  that  order.   More  importantly,  however,  ve  ask  that  the 
plan  recognize  PRLA  C-11418  as  a  natural  resource  treasure  to 
be  developed  for  the  benefit  of  all  of  the  people. 


Sincerely, 
EAJJ.TB-6CIENCES,  INC. 

«#? 

Duane   N.    Bloom,    D.Sc. 
Chairman,    Executive  Committee 


© 
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Bifl  Bottomry.  RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2805  South  Townsend  Avenue 
Montrose,  Colorado  81401 


Dear  Mr   Bottomry 


il 


•I 

6| 


You  must  strengthen  the  protecton  of  ecobg-cal  values  in  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area.  The 
RMP/EIS  Inadequately  addresses  resource  protection  and  the  Impact  of  lr.es.oc*  operations. 

All  of  the  Lake  Fork  River,  from  Its  headwaters  In  the  Handles  Peak  proposed  wilderness  to  Blue 
Mesa  Reservoir,  should  be  designated  •  Wild  and  Scenic  River.    Some  of  the  most  outstanding 
scenery  found  on  BLM  lands  nationwide  surrounds  this  rfver.  The  visual,  geologic,  recreational  and 
biological  values  here  must  be  preserved  with  W3d  and  Scenic  status. 

Habitat  for  bighorn  sheep  and  me  rare  Unoompahgre  Fhtilary  must  be  protected  In  an  ACEC 
encompassing  the  Alpine  Triangle    Without  hesitation  I  stale  that  protection  of  this  area  wil  result 
in  protection  (or  other  potentially  threatened  and  endangered  species  about  which  little  Is 
known- -as  Is  the  case  with  the  rare  butterfly.    ACEC  designation  <s  necessary  for  the  entire 
Triangle  to  proiect  lands  beyond  the  Lake  Fork  corridor. 

Public  lands  Immediately  east  ol  Gunnison  are  crucial  deer  and  efc  winter  range    ACEC  designation 
will  proieci  them  from  the  grazing  abuses  so  prevalent  In  the  area.  ACEC  designation  of  the  Cebofta 
Creek  area  would  protect  bighorn  sheep  habitat  and  tadfitaie  recovery  of  a  serf  sustaining 
population  there. 

ELM'S  Intention  to  protect  West  Antelope  Creek  with  ACEC  designation  is  commendable- 

The  RMP/EIS  must  allow  for  riparian  and  range  recovery  In  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area.  Livestock 
must  be  kept  out  ol  wetlands  and  riparian  areas.  SVeambanks  must  be  stabilized.  Erosion  and 
sedimentation  due  to  livestock  operations  must  cease  to  proiect  aquatic  plants  and  animals  and  the* 
habitats.  Water  quafity  must  be  restored  and  protected    Priority  musi  be  given  to  wildlife  ol  all 
species  tor  forage.  The  RMP/EIS  must  consider  reducing  fvestock  numbers  In  some  areas  and 
ctosinQ  some  abused  allotments  entirely    So-caled  *range  improvements'  such  as  chaining, 
reading,  lank  -bu**ng  ar»d  etc  must  cease    The  RMP/EIS  must  address  t'wse  in  great  detail,   ff 
necessary.  Ivestock  operators  win  have  to  find  alternative  means  ol  running  their  businesses  to 
allow  public  lands  ii  the  GRA  to  return  to  health. 


Responses  to  letter    1 1 

1.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  8.  Your 
comments  concerning  grazing  management  were  considered  in  the 
development  of  the  PRMP. 

2.  See  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  8. 

3.  See  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  8. 

4.  See  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  8. 

5  and  6.  Wildlife  improvement  projects  are  described  in  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  and  in  unit  prescriptions  for  all  alternatives  in 
Chapter  Three  of  the  DRMP.  Allocation  of  new,  available  forage 
for  wildlife  and  livestock,  and  livestock  grazing  improvements,  are 
discussed  in  greater  detail  in  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  in 
Chapter  Four  of  the  PRMP  under  those  component  headings. 
Rangeland  improvement  projects  to  meet  management  objectives 
of  protecting  and/or  improving  the  range  would  be  allowed. 
Individual  projects  would  be  further  analyzed  (generally  with  a 
cost-benefit  analysis)  in  activity  plans. 
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Responses  to  letter  12 

1 .  See  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  8. 

2.  Thank  you  for  your  comment.  It  was  given  consideration  in  the 
formation  of  the  PRMP. 

3.  See  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  8. 

4.  There  are  about  70  miles  of  existing  hiking  trails  on  BLM  managed 
lands  in  the  Planning  Area.  Through  participation  by  volunteer 
groups,  we  have  managed  to  construct  several  new  trails  and 
perform  major  relocations  on  several  trail  segments.  BLM  will 
continue  to  seek  out  partnerships  to  work  with  and  to  provide  for 
opportunities  for  hiking,  trail  riding,  and  mountain  biking  use. 

The  BLM  must,  however,  according  to  mandates  in  the  Federal 
Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  (FLPMA),  balance  the  desires  of 
various  interest  and  user  groups  on  the  public  lands,  in  a  multiple 
use  framework  and  within  fiscal  realities. 
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Response  to  letter  13 

Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


13 


5}el  N.  >ost  Tlall 
Tucson.  Arizona  85715 

Kay  21.  1991 

Bill   Bottomly      -      RHP  Team   Leader 
BLM 
2505  South  Townaend  Arc. 
Kontrose.    Coloi-ado     8l**0l 

Dear  Sin 

Congratulations.  lou  and  your  team  have  earned  publle  respect 
and  commendation  for  the  draft  Gunnison  RKP/E1S.  The  list  of 
qualified   proparcrs  and   their  years  of  experience    la   Impressive. 

I   expect  you  wore  disappointed  with  thi  snail   attendance  at   the 
Lake  City  hearing  on  April   18   (as   reported    In  Silver  World  Hay  J. 
Do  not   be  dlscouragod   — here    In  Arizona  a    symposium   of  experts 
explored  many   similar  differences  of   opinion  on  uses   of   public 
lands     (see  attached   news   dipping). 

1   urge  you   to   study   "The   Gunnison  Country"    by  Duane   Vanderbusche 
(Copyright   1980).      This  comprehensive   history,    written   10   years 
»go.    portrays  the   pioneer   family   settlement,    development ,    and   use 
of  your  "Gunnison  Resource  Area"    by  the   white   man   since    1870 
Chapter  21,(p43l    -M>5  Epilogue)    summarizes   past   economic  and 
eoologlcal   mistakes  or   limitations  and   predzts   tho    Intense  and 
growing   future   demands  and   pressures  for   land  and   water  uso   or 
export. 

Hy  family   is  a   part   of   this  areas   history.      Grandfather   hat   Dwycr 
caae   to  Capitol   City  and  Lake  City   In   1875.    then  honcstoaded   on 
the  Lake   Fork  north  of   Youman  Station.      Grandfather  Andrew  Doran 
caae   In  1902.      Each  raised   their  families/  dvr  concern  for  miners, 
ranchers,    loggors,   merchants,    school   teachers,    teamsters,    and 
railroaders.  Hy  father.    Bill   Doran,  was  a   pioneer   U.S. Forest 

Service  ranger;    and  sty  mother    ,   Annie   Dwyer  Doran, served   Hinsdale 
County  as  assesor  for  aany  years.      I   was   born   In  Lake  City   In  1917 
so  am  one  of   Its   few  "natives",    and  aa  now  a   retlrod   Coronado  National 
Forest   Supervisor  living   In  Tucson      . 

Based  on  my  aomory  of   boyhood  experiences  with  my  Dad    (Lake  City  and 
Ouray  ranger  districts)    In  tho   late   1920'a  and  early   19J0's   It   really 
Is  rather  amazing   that   excessive   livestock  grazing  and   trailing  onthe 
fragllo  steep   slopes  of   the  alpine  country  did  not   completely  dlstroy   It 
1   believe   Dad  usod  to  count   about    60.000  driveway   sheop   (permitted 
to  cross  the  national   forest   to   reach  tho   public  domain),    similar 
numbers  of   "alloted-    sheep  also  trailed  thro  the   Big   Bluo  Alpine  Statlor 
corrals.    .    .    .    Stan  rfhlnncry's  remark  at   Lake   City   hearlngabout 
reducing  the   Bldge   Stock  Driveway  use   from   lho.000   to  9,000  may  be 
actuate. 
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During   the    sujrjncr   of   1932   or   1933   (before   the   Taylor   Grazing  Act) 
I    recall    that   Dad  was   roqucstod   by   the   Porost   Service    to   chock    the 
sheep  grazing   on   tho   publle   domain  above   Lake   City   and   Ouray   and 
Interview  owners  or  herders  about   their  tenure  and   tie    In  with 
spring  or  winter  range   locations,   ate.      Tho  numbers   secmod   staggering 
In  those   old  days  of   first   come   -   first   servo.      In  July  or  August 
we   coubtcd   1**    sheep  camps  on  the  American  Plats   proper — -and   the 
bands   then  were   often  a   couple   thousand   head   each. 

Later  at   Colorado   State   University   I    studied   forestry  and    range 
management,    arid  worked  or  research  projects   for  the   Rocky  Mountain 
Porcst   and   Range   Experiment   Station  or  for  Region  2   Porcst    Service 
Denvor  Office.        lou  might   be   Interested  to   see   one   of   the   early 
day   score   cards  we  developed  for  analysis  of  alpine   sheep   rangos    (cnc.c- 

I   wish  to  go  on  record  aa  favoring  Management  Aternatlve   D     — the  most 
conservative   use  and  environmentally  protoctlve   measures   of   your 
draft   proposal* 

I    recognize    the    BLM  mandate   for  Multiple      Use   Management,    but    multiple 
use   turns   the   corner  and  becomes   land  abuse  when   some   of   the   land 
values  are    seriously  reduced  by  one  or  more   class  of  ueors. 
We  all  vlsuallzo  wostern  Colorado  rapidly  becoming  a  giant   playground 
and   campground.      The  value  of   Its  climate,    scenic   beauty,    air, wildlife, 
and  potential   for  pure  water  production  appear  to  demand  an 
ovorpowerlng    (economic)   choice  for  RECREATION  as  number  1. 

After  100   years  of  resource  damage   (grazing,    mining,    logging,    road 
building}    land  managers   should  have   learnod  a  great   deal.    Let's 
hope   It  will   require   less  time  to  learn  to  avoid   environmental 
damage  from  recreation  use.      The  most   Important   key   factor   la   to 
protect    the   riparian  habitat   and   the   stream  courses   from  erosion   . 
Controlled   and    limited  access  roads  must    receive    priority  attention. 
I    suggest    that    government   agencies   like   yours   manage   people   more. 
Managing   the   resource   noeds  this   Incentive.      Bow   to    soil    It   to  the 
people   Is  a   challenging  task.        Cood   luck. 


Sincerely  yourm 


r    ^7^w/ 
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Responses  to  letter  14 


w 


1    and   2.      See  the   responses   to   comments    1    and    2   of   letter   8, 
respectively. 
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Responses  to  letter  15 

1   through  4.     See  the  responses  to  comments   1   and  2  of  letter  8, 
comment  4  of  letter  12,  and  comment  3  of  letter  8,  respectively. 
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Responses  to  letter  16 

1   through  4.     See  the  responses  to  comments  1   and  2  of  letter  8, 
comment  4  of  letter  1  2,  and  comment  3  of  letter  8,  respectively. 
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Mr.   Bill   Bottomly 
Eure.u  of  Land  Management 
2505  Couth   Townsend  Ave. 
Hontrose,   CO  811,01 


De.r  Mr.    Bottoaly: 


2202  Ea>t  39th  5 
Tula»,  CK  74105 
Kay  25,    1991 


RE:  Wild  and   Scenic   River  Study 
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I    have    reviewed   the  Gunnison  Resource   Area  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental    Impact  Statement  draft  of  March,    1991.      If  I  correctly 
understand    the  various  aspects  of  the  Plan  I  certainly  agree  with   th« 
BLK  recotccendktlon   that  the  13-3     mile  Segment  A  cf  the  Lake  Fork  of  the 
Gunnison  River  should  not  be  included  into   the  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers   System. 

I  understand   the  reason  for  this   portion  meeting   the  eligibility 
requirements   and  as   a   property  owner  within  Segment  A   I   an  interested    in 
preserving   the  outstanding  scenic   value  without  any  adverse  effect  on  the 
environment.      It  appears    to  me   from  the   report   that  the  BLX  already  has 
sufficient  authority   for  these  resources  through  current  management    policy. 


The  analysis  in  Appendix  I  of  th 
and  rational  reasons  for  the  ELK  dete 
future  date  this  determination  is  rev 
request   to  exclude  our  croperty  from 


overall   report  sets    forth   proper 
n-ination.      However,    if  at   some 
rael    I  would   like  to  make  a   specific 
egment   A  designation.      Cur  property 


consists  of  a  i,C  acre  tract  and  two  mill  iites  that  Join  the  west  side 
cf  Wager  Gulch.  We  completed  construction  of  a  full  log  home  in  the 
Spring  of  1990,  built  a  \/U  alle  private  road  and  a  two  acre  pond  along 
with  all  the  aaenltles  to  make  a  home  worthy  of  the  property  at  a  cost 
significantly  higher  than  what  is  outlined  In  paragraph  5  on  page  1-12. 
It  would  not  make  sense  to  me  for  the  government  to  desire  to  purchase 
such  an  expensive  property  since  it  jcins  Segment  B  which  was  not  found 
to  be  eligible  because  it  did  not  meet  either  criteria  for  eligibility 
under  the  Wild   and   Scenic   River  Act. 

Although   J    feel  confident  y->ur  position  as  outlined    in  the  report  will 
be  the   final  determination  I   just  wanted    to   respond   to  you   as  a  matter  of 
record. 

I  appreciate  your  sending  a  copy  of  the  draft  and  for  putting  me  on 
your  aailing  list  for  future  information  on  this  r.atter.  The  report  his 
been  very  enlightening.  We  certainly  have  a  vested  interest  in  the  area 
and  are   looking  forward    to   enjoying  our  time   in  the  Rocky    ffcuntains. 

Sincerely, 


Kendell  L.   Zachary 


Response  to  letter  17 

1.  Your  opposition  to  any  form  of  designation  under  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  system  is  noted.  If  a  recommendation  is  ever  made 
to  include  Segment  A  into  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System,  it 
would  probably  not  be  possible  to  exclude  from  the  corridor  private 
lands  that  are  immediately  adjacent  to  the  river.  However,  it  is 
important  to  note  that  existing  private  property  rights  would  not  be 
affected  if  this  river  segment  is  designated.  See  Appendix  I,  page 
13  of  the  DRMP. 
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Mr.  BiJ]  Botlomly 

RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2P05  South  To-nsend  Avenue 

Montrose,  CO  P1401 


Dear  Mr.  Bottomly: 


2970  Leyden  St . 
Denver.  CO  60207 


May  24.  1991 


I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  express  some  concerns 
that  I  have  with  regard  to  the  draft  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  which  has  recently  been 
released  by  the  BLM  for  public  response. 

In  general.  I  feel  that  the  draft  does  not  sufficiently 
protect  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area's  high  scenic  and 
ecological  values.  Also,  due  to  increased  user  interest, 
additional  recreational  trails  are  needed. 

In  particular.  I  would  like  to  make  the  following  statements: 


Responses  to  letter  18 

1  through  6.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comment  4  of  letter  12, 
comments  1  and  2  of  letter  8,  comment  2  of  letter  12,  and 
comment  3  of  letter  8,  respectively. 


Because  of  its  unique  characteristics  and  potential  for 
visitor  use.  the  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison  River  deserves  Wild 
and  Scenic  designation  from  its  origin  at  Sloan  Lake  and 
throughout  its  course  to  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir. 

-AR^^Of^RllJ«k^NyjRomENTAL_com:t;Rj(  (acecs) 

Additional  areas  which  require  special  management  not  Included 
in  the  draft  are  the  Alpine  Triangle.  East  Gunnison.  Cebolla 
Creek  and  West  Antelope  Creek  areas.  All  of  these  areas  are 
important  wildlife  habitats  that  merit  inclusion  Into  the  ACEC 
designation. 


RECRKATION  MAHAGEMF.HT 

Increased   use  of   the  Gunnison  Resource  Area   by  outdoor 


IS 


plies  that  management  strategies  be  developed 
and  implemented  accordingly.  The  construction  of  more  single- 
Hack  trails  outside  of  the  proposed  wilderness  boundaries 
is  needed  in  older  to  accomodate  Increased  visits  by  hikers 
and  mountain  cyclists.  In  addition,  due  to  the  serious  degree 
of  negative  environmental  impact  that  they 
motorcycles  and  jeeps  must  be  required  to 
established  routes  designated  for  their  use. 


may   cause, 
remain   on 


GRAZING  MANAGEMENT 

Modifications  to  current  grazing  practices  on  areas  within  the 
Resource  Area  are  needed  to  ensure  protection  of  the  rangeland 
and  Its  associated  riparian  habitats.  Enforcement  of  grazing 
management  techniques  which  promote  restoration  of  over-grazed 
or  inappropriately  used  areas  should  be  effected. 


I  appreciate  your  sincere  attention  to  my  concerns  and 
suggestions,  and  trust  that  you  will  take  the™  into  account 
during  the  public  response  period. 

Sincerely. 

Thomas  Keables 
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Ma>    23.     199]  1Q 

28P0    St(  plicns     Re)    J.y 

BouldL-r,     CO    80303 

Bill  Bottomly,  RMP  Tram  Loader 
Bureau  of  Land  Managoment 
2805  South  Townsend  \venue 
Montrose,  CO  81-101 

Dear  Mr  Bottomly, 

I  am  writing  fo  you  regarding  the  BLM'o  recently  released 
draft  Resource  Management  PI  an  and  EIS  for  the  Gunnison  Resource 
Area  in  Hinsdale,  Gunnison,  Saguache,  Montrose  and  Ouray  Counties. 
The  Draft  Plan  as  it  is  does  not  include  come  very  important 
aspects  that  would  protect  the  ecological  integrity  and  beauty  of 
the  regions  discussed.  Please  take  into  consideration  my  following 
suggest  ions : 

1.  ALL  of  the  LAKE  FORK  of  the  Gunnison  from  its  origin  at 
Sloan  Lake  in  the  Handles  Peak  proposed  wilderness  to  Blue  Mesa 
Reservoir  deserves  K'lld  and  Scenic  protection. 

2.  Please  include  the  follow ing  areas  in  the  official  Areas 
of  Critical  Concern:  the  Alpine  Triangle,  the  East  Gunnison, 
Cebolla  Creek,  and  Vest  Antelope  Creek. 

3 .  Please  construct  more  single  track  trails  outside  of 
proposed  wilderness  areas  to  acc^mmodat  e  increased  hiking  and 
mountain  bicycling  demands  in  the  area.  Please  insure  that 
motorcycles  and  jeeps  be  restricted  to  existing  trails  at  all 
times. 

4  .  Please  institute  grazing  management  practices  that  protect 
and  impro\e  riparian  habitat,  control  sediment  loss,  and  restore 
the  rangeland  to  good  condition. 
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1  through  5.  See  the  responses  to  comments  1  and  2  of  letter  8, 
comments  4  and  2  of  letter  12,  and  comment  3  of  letter  8, 
respectively. 


May   28,    1991 


20 


Bill  Bottomly 

RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Townsend  Ave. 

Montrose,  Co   81401 

Dear  Mr.  Bottomly: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  the  Draft  Gunnison  Resource  Manage- 
ment Plan/Enviornmental  Impact  Statement. 

The  management  of  American  Basin  to  exculde  sheep  grazing  would 
not  be  in  the  best  interests  of  it's  scenic  value. 

First,  the  reason  the  wildf lowers  are  so  abundant  is  largely  due 
to  the  grazing  history  of  the  basin.   Historical  use  has  degraded 
that  area  into  what  it  is  today.   Undesireable  forage  plants 
such  as  larkspur,  snee2eweed  and  thistle  have  invaded  the  area 
and  contribute  to  it's  beauty. 

The  sheep  use  today  has  been  drastically  reduced  and  at  present 
contributes  to  the  scenic  values  by: 

1)  Trimming  back  the  forbs  and  cleaning  out  old  vegetation 
promotes  vigor  and  health  of  the  wildf lowerw.   Plants  not 
grazed  tend  to  get  old  produce  less  flowers  and  less  seeds. 

2)  Planting  seeds  during  late  season  grazing  by  hooves  pressing 
them  into  the  mud. 

3)  Producing  large  amounts  of  excellent  fertilizer  which 
promotes  soil  building  and  provides  minerals  for  plant 
use. 

Scenic  areas  need  good  management.   Sheep  should  stay  out  of  the 
bottom  during  the  flowering  season.   Good  permittees  would  do  this 
anyway  because  of  the  loss  from  sneezeweed  during  this  time.   Late 
season  grazing  is  healthy  and  beneficial.   Once  every  four  or  five 
years,  light  grazing  should  be  done  as  early  as  possible  in  the 
season. 

Excluding  sheep  entirely  from  the  basin  would  be  detrimental  to 
future  scenic  values.  Grazing  should  be  continued  but  carefully 
managed  to  enhance  and  protect  wildflowers. 

Do  limit  grazing  on  very  steep  slopes.   Damage  can  occur  on  the 
steep  slopes  even  when  grazed  with  proper  numbers  for  the  forage. 
At  least  do  not  open  steep  areas  to  grazing  which  have  not  previ- 
ously been  grazed. 

Also  in  favor  of  sheep  grazing,  many  people  throughily  enjoy  seeing 
the  bands  and  herders  in  the  high  country.   Many  times  I  have  watched 
tourists  taking  photos  of  the  animals.   When  sheep  come  off  the 
trucks  people  stop  with  cameras  and  questions.   They  consider  it  a 
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1.  Thank  you  for  the  comment.  Upon  reconsideration  of  this  and 
similar  comments,  the  BLM  has  modified  the  recommendation  to 
eliminate  domestic  livestock  grazing  in  this  unit.  In  the  PRMP, 
domestic  sheep  grazing  would  be  authorized  in  unit  4,  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  avoid  conflicts  between  recreationists  and  livestock. 
Specific  details  would  be  incorporated  into  the  overall  activity  plan 
that  would  be  prepared  for  Management  Unit  1 .  Changes  in  season 
of  usef  restrictions  as  to  where  livestock  would  be  permitted,  or 
elimination  of  grazing  in  some  areas  could  be  utilized.  Visitor 
brochures  would  be  published,  and  interpretive  signs  would  be 
installed  at  American  Basin  that  would  include  positive  messages 
about  grazing.  Please  refer  to  the  prescription  for  Management 
Unit  4  in  Chapter  Four  of  the  PRMP  to  see  how  livestock  grazing 
would  be  managed  in  that  area. 
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special  privilege  to  watch  them  unload. 

On  the  subject  of  ATV's,  please  linit  their  areas  and  use.   They 
have  their  place  but  their  place  is  not  everywhere.   Resource 
protection,  rider  safety,  and  the  safety  of  other  land  users  need 
to  be  carefully  analyzed.   Consider  this  a  no  vote  on  ATV  use 
in  the  alpine  areas. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  give  input  into  the  plan  for  the 
area. 

Sincerely: 


__E<j7,a  Mason  v 


Box  938 

Bueoa  Vista,  CO  61 21 1 
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1    and    2.      See   the   responses  to   comments   2   and    1    of  letter  8, 
respectively. 


A 


Bill     Bottoe.ly,     RMP    Team    Leader 
Bur  eau    of    Land    Management 
2805    S.     Tvonsend    Ave. 
Mo»trose,    CO         81401 

Dear    Sir, 

Please    consider     these    comments    on    the    draft     RMP/EIS    before 
making    the     final     plan. 

The  plan  does  a  good  job  in  recommending  the  six  ACECs 
(especially  the  West  Antelope  Creek  Area)  but  needs  to 
inc 1 ude    three    others    based    on    thel r     scenic,     historic, 

bio)  og  ical    and    r ec  r eat lonal    characteristics!    East    6unn l son, 

Cebolla   Creek,    and    The   Apl ine    Triangle. 

Also,     the    Lake    Fork    of    the    Gunnison    River,     from    Sloan    Lake 
to   Blue   Mesa    needs    some    level    of    Wild    and    Scenic    River 
protect  ion. 


^Xr^-^Ky^-tA 


Jeffrey    mill 
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Mike  Stabler 
130  S.  33rd  St. 
Boulder.  00   80303 

May  27.  1991 

Mr.  Bill  Bottomly,  RMP  Team  Leader 

BLM 

2805  S.  Towneend  Ave. 

Montroea,  CO   81401 

tear  Mr.  Bottomly: 

I'm  concerned  about  the  big  cape,  In  your  agency's  draft  RMP/EIS. 
When  will  the  BLM  stand  up  for  that  which  la  irreplaceable,  that 
which  has  more  value  than  any  allotment,  any  timber  stand,  any 
mineral  deposit?   WK  MKKT)  MORK  Wl  LDKRMKflS!  mi 

Please  include  the  Alpine  Triangle.  Cebolla  Creek,  West  Antelope 

Creek,  and  the  East  Gunnison  area  in  your  final  plan.   1'vs 

visited  all  of  these  areas,  and  especially  love  the  high  mountain 
areas. 

Additionally,  I  want  you  and  your  agency  to  take  a  much  harder 
line  with  grazing  permittees.   Concerned  environmentalists  have 
recently  formed  the  Public  Lands  Action  Network,  designed  to  stop 
the  destruction  of  current  grazing  policies.   We've  made  a 
presentation  at  a  Routt  NF  meeting  of  permitees,  and  are  avail- 
able for  similar  meetings  in  your  area.   Please  let  me  know  if 
you  are  interested  in  more  informal  ion. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  consideration.   I  appreciate  your 
making  this  letter  a  part  of  any  appropriate  publ ic  record. 


Sincerely, 
Mike  Stabler 
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1 .      See  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  8. 
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U    -Outflow*  p^^e.   *>,Wt  -MacA.    f^WJL*  ^„ 
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1  through  5.  See  the  responses  to  comments  1  and  2  of  letter  8, 
comments  4  and  2  of  letter  12,  and  comment  3  of  letter  8, 
respectively. 
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Cdoado  Oepla  d  The  Wkffc  Sooay 

31    Kay    19S1 

Bill   Bottoaly,    RW  Teas  LoaiJar 
Bureau  of  Land  HanagiBent 
2505   South  Townsan<J  avanua 
Hontrosa,    Colorado  81401 

R  B   :   Gunni.on  Resource  *r«a.   *«*ourc.  ^«9«"^  «•»  •»* 
Environmental   Impact  stataaent 

Dear  Sir; 

devalopnent  of  a  *«our=?     ™"?it  represents  a  thorough 

guide   future  management  of  public  lands. 

After  reviews  the   Draft  RKP  and  «^S°SS»J"S:«rtl*I^c1. 

iS.rilSTSI'i^  Tosrof'ouHoncerTd^  with  Ht.m«iv.  .. 

the  preferred  alternative. 


Standard  Kanagem«nt   ror  alternative  1 


rruliaTdeerand^  Sn^ri^'li^P"*!*  *  occur,  along 

riparian  areas. 

»>,.«•    r.foraitation  of  harvested   areas  will 
.  similar  concur.   »»  that  reXorertatlon  nurtoatlon.   in 

occur  only  a.   fund •  ""f0""  "™"f  £^  IjTould  be  .ore 

feSiSSS^f  JTreSilled"^  SU  -anner. 

V.  feel  that  the  section  ^^^r^or^TunLUht 
Lands  should  be  reevaluated..  Kany  of  the  cat *)J*  adjacent 

5  ^t?.nd.!d1ff^.^^lSd0linnet,.V^:  it  U  not  readily 
apparent . 
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1 .  The  professional  judgement  of  BLM  is  that  the  30  foot  buffer  is 
adequate  in  most  cases.  During  the  preparation  of  environmental 
assessments  for  proposed  timber  sales,  consideration  for  special 
resource  needs,  including  wildlife  needs,  would  be  evaluated. 
Wider  buffers  may  be  required  in  some  cases  to  protect  resource 
values. 

2.  The  reforestation  referred  to  in  the  DRMP  is  backlog  reforestation, 
and  refers  to  old  units  that  were  deforested  by  logging,  fire,  and 
forest  pests  that  occurred  approximately  20-30  years  ago.  Current 
harvesting  methods  allow  for  reforestation  by  natural  methods  with 
no  additional  funds  necessary.  If  natural  regeneration  would  not  be 
successful,  the  other  means  would  be  used.  The  PRMP  includes 
this  distinction. 

3.  Category  I  lands  could  be  considered  for  exchange.  For  information 
regarding  these  tracts,  please  refer  to  the  description  of  Category 
I  lands  in  the  Disposal  of  Public  Lands  section  of  Standard 
Management  in  Chapter  Four  of  the  PRMP,  or  on  page  3-1 08  in  the 
DRMP. 

4.  Currently,  snowmobile  use  on  crucial  elk  and  deer  winter  range  in 
the  Planning  Area  occurs  south  and  west  of  Lake  City.  This  use  is 
not  impacting  wintering  big  game.  If  monitoring  indicates  that 
winter  vehicle  traffic  is  resulting  in  impacts  to  wintering  big  game, 
OHV  designations  can  be  changed  through  the  RMP  amendment 
process. 

5.  In  the  judgement  of  BLM,  nesting  sage  grouse  in  the  Planning  Area 
would  be  protected  by  the  standard  lease  terms  and  conditions 
that  permit  BLM  to  delay  oil  and  gas  related  surface  disturbing 
activities  for  a  60-day  period,  or  to  move  proposed  areas  of 
disturbance  a  distance  of  200  meters. 
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Selected  Specific  Kajaageoont  Unit  Prescription* 

I  Management  unit  E-ls  We  are  concerned  that  winter  vehicle 
traffic,  specifically  snowmobiles,  may  produce  conflict* 
with  crucial  deer  e-nd  elk  winter  range. 

Management  Unit  E-ll:  We  are,  concerned  that  there  is  not  a  timing 
requirement  for  the  Ho  surface  Occupancy  Stipulation  within 
1/4  mile  of  sage  grouse  leks.   Die  Wyoming  BI*M  has 
incorporated  a  timing  stipulation  fros  February  1  to  July  31 
into  the  Pinedale  RHP  Pinal  EXS   (appendix  0-1,  page  195). 
So  that  the  netting  area  around  the  strutting  ground  can  be 
protected,  surface  development  will  be  allowed  within  1  3/4 
niles  froa  the  1/4-mile  protection  zone  only  between  31  July 
and  March  1. 

Management  Unit  E-13:  We  are  very  concerned  vith  the  management 
prescription  for  this  unit,   among  the  stated  concerns  for 
this  unit  are  "...  heavy  -to-  severe  utilization  of  some 
riparian  vegetation,  ....  stream  channel  and  stream  bank 
erosion  and  instability  ...,  total  forage  production  being 

far  below  potential,  ,  recreation  users  causing  livestock 

control  and  management  problems  ...■   Wording  in  this 
section  indicates  that  most  problems  are  associated  with 
livestock  grazing  in  this  unit.   However,  It  is  not  apparent 
that  any  change  in  nanagement  or  grazing  allotments  is  being 
sade.   We  feel  that  this  section  should  be  re-analyzed  and 
changes  should  be  Bade  to  • —  improve  ecological 
conditions."  This  should  receive  a  high  priority  due  to  the 
fact  that  Management  Unit  E-13  encompasses  nearly  1/3  of  the 
total  area  of  concern. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  document.  The 
Colorado  Chapter  of  the  wildlife  Society  would  be  glad  to  provide 
help  in  your  review  and  revision  of  the  final  document.   Please 
send  any  future  correspondence  regarding  this  issue  to: 

Colorado  Wildlife  Society 

824  E-  22nd  Avenue 

Denver,  Co  80205 

Sincerely, 

Linda  slkorowskl 

President 

Colorado  Chapter  of   the  Wildlife  Society 


The  concerns  in  the  unit  in  the  comment  have  been  addressed  in 
the  riparian,  livestock  grazing,  and  other  sections  of  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  of  the  PRMP,  and  in  management  of  the  various 
resources  in  the  unit.  These  concerns  are  tied  in  directly  to  the 
issues  addressed  in  the  RMP.  In  the  judgement  of  BLM,  ecological 
condition  should  begin  to  improve  with  the  implementation  of 
these  varied  management  actions.  Please  note  the  clarifications 
made  to  the  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  in  the  PRMP,  especially 
in  Livestock  Grazing  Management. 
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II     ivcx^o     lite  \^o    vJhc-e   yo^  "to    recuse*.,}  ^Ij; 


5\  ^  **r*.K, 


J«k    S.V/cJ*   -7W   SU^m^/^^/X^ 


1  and  2.    See  the  responses  to  comments  1  and  2  of  letter  8, 
respectively. 


T>^  S^r;  26  ^MS| 

*  w    AO^-JH^S^—  ^    r^—  ^ 


Responses  to  letter  26 

1  through  3.   See  the  responses  to  comment  4  of  letter  12,  and 
comments  1  and  2  of  letter  8,  respectively. 
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Responses  to  tetter  27 

1  through  5.  See  the  responses  to  comments  1  and  2  of  letter  8, 
comments  4  and  2  of  letter  12  and  comment  3  of  letter  8, 
respectively. 


Mr.  Bill  Bottomly,  RHP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  cf  Land  Management 
2805  South  Townsend  Avenue 
Kcntrose.  CO    81401 


Dear  Mr.  Bottomly: 

This  letter  is  in  response  to  the  release  of  the  draft 
Resource  Management  Flan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Gunnison  Resource  Area.  we  believe  this  report  Is  inadequate 
In  several  areas.  Anong  the  deficiencies  is  the  lack  of  wild  and 
Scenic  protection  for  ALL  cf  the  Lake  Fork  from  its  origin  at 
Sloan  Lake  in  the  Handles  Peak  proposed  wilderness  to  Blue  Mesa 
Reservoir.  This  river  has  many  outstanding  recreat lonal , 
geologic  and  visual  val jes  which  need  to  be  preserved  and 
enhanced  for  future  generations. 

In   addition   to  the 
Concern   [ACEC^  reccamended 
areas  need   to  be  added  to 
for   fie  pretention  of  the 
Gunnison,  as   a  crucial  deer 
improper   grazing   mar.agemen 
crucial   elk,   deer  and  bi 
significant  palecntologlcal 
The  Alpine  Triangle.   The  en 
to  protect  the  lands  outside 
r.jmerous  historical   structu 
Fr;tillary  butterfly,  the 
important  bighorn  sheep  habi 


ix  Areas  of  critical  Environmental 
in  the  draft  plan,  we  feel  four  ether 
he  list.  These  are;  Cebolia  creek, 
mportant  bighorn  sheep  habitat;   East 

and  elk  winter  range  and  to  correct 

West  Antelope   creek,   for   its 

ghorn  sheep  winter   range   and  the 

site  of  Haystack  Cave;  and  finally, 
tire  Alpine  Triangle  must  be  included 

the  river  corridor,  specifically  the 
res,  habitat  for  the  rare  Uncompahgre 
lumgolllon  National  Natural  Landmark, 
tat  and  three  14,000  foot  peaks. 


The  BLM  needs  to  construct  more  single  track  trails  cutside 
propesed  wilderness  areas  to  accommodate  the  increased  hiking 
d  mountain  bicycle  use  In  the  area.  Jeep  and  motorcycle  use 
st  be  restricted  to  existing  trails  at  all  times  and  not  be 
lowed  in  these  sensitive  areas. 

Finally,  the  BLM  must  institute  grazing  management  practices 
that  protect  and  improve  the  riparian  habitat ,  control  sediirent 
loss  and  restore  the  rangeland  t:  good  condition.  Much  of  the 
rar.geland  in  the  Gunnison  Rescarce  Ares  is  in  poor  to  fair 
condition  due  to  inappropriate  grazing  and  over-grazing,  we  need 
to  impr-ve  this  area  for  all  and  not  allow  it  to  te  abused  by  a 
select  srral  1  group. 
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Thank  you  very  much  for  your  attention  to  these  issues  and 
we  hope  to  see  an  Improvement  In  the  RMP/EIS  for  this  beautiful 
and  important  area  In  Colorado. 


Sincerely, 

Claudia  Hogue  Q 

7474  t.    Arkansas  Ave.  42108 

Denver,  CO    80:31 


'eJt df: 


bbert   L.    To  If 
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Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


USDeponmenl 
erf  Transportation 

Federal  Highway 

Administration 


Colorado   Division 

655   Zang   Street,    Room   250 

Lakewood,    Colorado      80228 

Hay    28,    1991 


Mr.  Bill  Bottomly  Re:   Draft  EIS 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  Gunnison  Resource  Area 

2505  South  Tovnsend  Avenue 
Montroee,  Colorado  81401 

Dear  Mr.  Bill  Bottomly: 

The  Colorado  Division  would  like  to  thank  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  submit  comments 
regarding  the  subject  documents. 

The  Division  has  no  comments  regarding  the  contents  or  impact 
assessments. 


Sincerely  yours, 

tfanttLCM. 


[•A  George  H.    Osborne 

rf    Division  Administrator 
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Responses  to  letter  29 

1   through  4.     See  the  responses  to  comments   1    and  2  of  letter  8, 
comment  2  of  letter  12,  and  comment  3  of  letter  8,  respectively. 


David  rhrJstenson 
636  Walden 
Boulder,  CO  80303 

May  29.  1991 

Bill  Bottomly,  RHP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2805  South  Tovnsend  Ave. 
Montrose,  CO  6M01 


Dear  Mr.  Bottomly: 

I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  dra  f t  Resource  Management 
Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Gunnison  Resource 
Area  in  south/  central  Colorado.   In  short,  as  a  recreational 
user  of  the  area,  I  believe  the  draft  plan  does  not  adequately 
protect  environmental  and  non-motorized  recreational  values. 

First  of  all,  all  of  the  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison  River, 
from  Sloan  Lake  to  the  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir  should  be  protected  as 
a  wild  and  Scenic  River.   The  existing  natural  and  recreational 
values  of  the  river  are  adequate  to  justify  such  protection. 
Second,  additional  "Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern" 
(ACECs)  should  be  Included  In  the  final  plan.   Areas  which  are 
not  designated  ACECs  In  the  draft  plan,  but  which  should  be 
Included  in  the  final  plan  include:   all  of  the  Alpine  Triangle, 
BLM  lands  Immediately  east  of  the  town  of  Gunnison,  Cebolla 
Creek-  east  of  the  Povderhorn  Primitive  Area,  and  West  Antelope 
Creek.   All  of  these  areas  are  existing  wildlife  habitat  which 
should  be  preserved.   Also  I  am  strongly  opposed  to  any  Increases 
in  jeep  and  motorcycle  trails.   Existing  trails  are  entirely 
adequate,  and  wot  or l zed  vehicles  should  be  limited  to  them  at  all 
times.   Finally,  I  believe  BLM  could  do  a  much  better  job  of 
grazing  management  than  it  has  in  the  past.   It  Is  not 
responsible  resource  management  to  destroy  riparian  habitat  and 
increase  erosion  through  poor  grazing  management. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Sincerely, 

David  Chrlstenson 
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1  through  4.  See  the  responses  to  comments  1  and  2  of  letter  8, 
comments  4  and  2  of  letter  12,  and  comment  3  of  letter  8, 
respectively. 


Mr.  John  t.  Maun,* 
1301  Asbury  Avenue 
Winneika,    IL   60093-U5B 


Mr.  BUI  Bottomly,  RXP  Te 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2805  South  Towns*!*]  Avenu' 
Montrose,    Colorado  81401 


Dear  Mr.    Bottom!?: 

I  am  writing  with  regard  to  the  recently  released  draft 
of  the  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  State 
(RMP/EIS)  for  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  in  Hinsdale,  Cunnlton 
Saguache,  Montrose,  and  Ouray  Counties.  I  would  like  to  offer 
the  following  comment*  or  suggestions  for  changes  and  addition 
for    the    final    (WP/E1S: 


1     I 

2  r 

3    I 


The   Lake    Pork   of    the    Gunnison    River    should    be   deslgnac 
as  a  Ulld    and    Scenic    River.      This    protection    should 
be  afforded   to  all   of  the   Lake    Fork. 

The   entire    Alpine   Triangle    should   be    designated   aa   an 
Area  of    Critical    Environmental    Concern    (ACEC) . 
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Mr.    Bill    Boltomly 
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1  through  5.  See  the  responses  to  comments  1  and  2  of  letter  8, 
comments  4  and  2  of  letter  12,  and  comment  3  of  letter  8, 
respectively. 
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Thomas  L.  Holdeifield 
HOB  -  Room  11 7  0 
P.O.  Bon  840 
Denver,  CO  60201-0810 


responses  to  letter  32 

1  through  5.  See  the  responses  to  comments  1  and  2  of  letter  8, 
comments  4  and  2  of  letter  12,  and  comment  3  of  letter  8, 
respectively. 


Bill  Bottomly 

RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Managemen 

2805  South  Townsend  Ave. 

Montrose,  CO   81401 


Sir: 


The  recently  released  draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
En\  i  ronmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  in 
Hinsdale,  Cunnison,  Saguache,  Montrose,  and  Ouray  Counties  DOES  NOT 
DO  ENOUGH  to  protect  the  area's  high  scenic  and  ecological  values, 
nor  does  It  provide  addi  tional  recreational  trails  to  meet  the 
continually  increasing  demand  in  the  area. 

The  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison  should  have  been  designated  as  a  Wild 
and  Scenic  River.  This  river,  which  flows  through  the  heart  of  the 
Alpine  Triangle  Special  Recreation  Management  Area,  has  man\ 
outstanding  visual,  geologic,  and  recreational  values  that  need  to 
be  preserved  and  enhanced  for  future  generations  to  enjoy.  The 
headwaters  of  the  Lake  Fork  downstream  to  Lake  San  Cristobal  offer 
some  of  the  most  outstanding  scenery  found  on  BLM  lands  nation- 
wide! The  river  corridor  includes  excellent  geological 
characteristics,  most  notably  the  Slumgull ion  Slide  National 
Natural  Landmark.  The  downstream  end  of  the  Lake  Fork  below  Red 
Bridge  Campground  is  a  popular  rafting  and  fishing  stretch  and 
contains  the  beginnings  of  the  Black  Canyon  of  the  Gunnison.  All 
of  the  Lake  Fork,  from  its  origin  at  Sloan  Lake  in  the  Handles  Peak 
proposed  wilderness  to  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir,  deserves  Kild  and 
Scenic  Protection. 

In  add  it  ion  to  the  six  areas  recommended  in  the  plan  for  ACEC 
designation,  the  following  areas  should  be  designated  ACFXs  as 
well.  1)  The  Alpine  Triangle  is  a  highly  scenic  area  which  needs 
protection  in  order  to  protect  the  lands  outside  the  Lake  Fork 
river  corridor  which  would  be  protected  by  Wild  and  Scenic 
designation.  This  area  is  the  most  popular  and  heavily  visited 
area  the  BLM  manages  in  Colorado,  and  is  among  the  most  scenic 
areas  in  the  nation.  Specific  values  that  need  protection  are: 
numerous  historical  structures,  habitat  for  the  rare  I'ncompahgre 
Fntillary  butterfly,  three  14 , 000  foot  peaks,  bighorn  sheep 
habitat,  and  Slumgullion  National  Natural  Landmark.  2)  The  BLM 
lands  immediately  east  of  the  town  of  Gunnison  (East  Gunnison)  are 
crucial  deer  and  elk  winter  range.   The  riparian  zones  found  here 
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j  have  been  heavily  impacted  by  improper  giazing  management.  3)  The 
Cebolla  Creek  area.  Just  east  of  (he  Powdei  horn  Primitive  Area,  is 

'  Important  bighorn  sheep  habitat .  *CEC  designation  would  f aci lit  ate 
efforts  to  recover  the  herd  to  a  self-sustaining  population.  4)  I 
mplimcnt  the  BLM  for  proposing  the  West  Antelope  Creek  area  for 
ACEC  designation.  The  area  Is  crucial  elk.  deer,  and  bighorn  sheep 
••Inter  range  and  Includes  Haystack  Cave.  a  significant 
paleontological  site. 

II  encourage  the  BLM  to  construct  more  single  track  trails  outside 
of  proposed  wilderness  areas  to  accommodate  increased  hiking  and 
..  mountain  biking  demands  In  the  area.  Motorcycles  and  jeeps  must  be 
|  restricted  tg_e\isting  trails  at  all  times!!! 

I  Much  of  the  rangeland  in  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  le  In  fair  or 
poor  condition  because  of  inappropriate  grazing  and  over-grazing  in 
the  past.  The  BLM  must  institute  grazing  management  practices  that 
protect  and  improve  riparian  habitat,  control  sediment  loss,  and 
restore  the  rangeland  to  good  condition. 

Thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration  of  my  comments. 
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P  O    BOX  460 


Hay    29,     1991 


11025  -6530  RD 


MONTROSE,  COLORADO    B1402 
PHONE     30J-349-0812 


Responses  to  letter  33 

1 .  By  law,  timber  management  on  public  lands  is  carried  out  on  the 
basis  of  sustained  yield  production.  To  meet  this  mandate,  BLM 
could  only  potentially  offer  1,200  MBF  annually  for  harvest  in  the 
Planning  Area.  Sustained  yield  production  would  not  allow  for  the 
cutting  of  4-5  million  board  feet  per  year.  Actual  amounts  offered 
for  sale  or  disposal  would  depend  on  BLM  staffing  capabilities, 
management  priorities,  and  other  factors. 


Bill  Bottorly 
Bureau  of  Land  Hana 
2465  South  Tovnsend 
Hontrose,  CO  81401 


REi   RMP/EIS  1616/130 


Dear  Bill. 

Under  the  forest  management  section,  you  name  three  purchasers, 
two  of  which  utilize  mixed  conifers  for  their  mills  -  Blue  Mesa 
Forest  Products  and  Ray  Lumber.   Further,  you  mention  our  demand 
is  1,000  HBP  per  year. 

Since  Ray  Lumber  has  moved  the  mill  to  town  and  improved  the 
production  for  construction  material,  the  1,200  volume  in  your 
ALT.  E  (preferred  ALT.)  is  very  low.   Blue  Mesa  has  also  invested 
in  new  equipment  to  increase  production.   The  1,200  MBF  per  annum 
Is  only  50%  of  the  current  demand. 

Another  factor  for  you  to  consider  Is,  that  with  the  reduction  of 
timber  supply  on  the  Rio  Grand  N.F.,  purchasers  from  the  San  Luis 
Valley  increase  the  demand  in  the  Gunnison  Basin.   The  B.L.M.  should, 
therefore,  offer  4  to  5  Billion  board  feet  of  Conifer  annually. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond. 
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Response  to  letter  34 

1 .      See  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  8. 
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May    30,     1991 


Responses  to  letter  35 

1 .      Thank  you  for  the  comment  and  the  sources  of  further  information. 
An  index  was  considered,  but  was  not  included. 


Mr.     Bill    Botlo«ly 
RMP    Teu   Leader 
Montrose    District 
Bureau    o4    Land    Management 
2505    South    Townsend    Ave. 
Montrose,    Colorado      BI40I 


3. 


Updated  population  data  and  most  of  the  economic  data  that  was 
published  in  the  DRMP  is  included  in  Appendix  E  in  this  document. 

The  information  referenced  in  the  comment  is,  generally,  the  latest 
information  available.  The  table  has  been  updated  in  the  PRMP  as 
much  as  was  possible. 


Comment*  on  the  Draft  Gunnison  Resource  Management 
Plan  /  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr. 


Dttomly: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Gunnison 
Resource  Management  PI  an  /  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(RMP/EIS).   The  following  comment*  *re    made  from  my  personal 
perspective  after  reading  the  RMF/EIS,  considering  it  and  other 
relevant  material*,  and  listening  to  public  discussion.    I 
appreciated  the  opportunity  to  attend  the  hearing  and  open  house 
on  the  management  plan  held  in  take  City,  Colorado,  on  April 
IBth.   Some  of  my  comments  elaborate  on  things  I  mentioned  at 
this  hearing. 


4.  Thank  you  for  the  comment  and  the  additional  sources  of 
information.  They  may  help  in  future  analyses.  BLM  relies  on 
estimates  of  recreation  use  based  on  daily  observations  over  time 
that  are  specific  to  public  lands  rather  than  utilizing  data  that  is 
often  lumped  with  other  agencies  estimates  of  use. 

The  Surface  Water  Quality  and  Ground  Water  sections  of  the 
DRMP  were  prepared  using  current  data.  The  BLM  is  aware  that 
additional  water  quality  data  is  available  but  unless  the  data 
supports  a  direct  effect  on  resource  values  on  public  land  or  other 
land  from  a  BLM  action,  it  was  not  incorporated  into  the  DRMP. 


OVERVIEW 

Once  the  reader  becomes  accustomed  to  the  pattern  of  the 
analysis,  the  document  is  well  organized  and  the  summaries  are 
particularly  useful.    Presenting  management  alternatives  for 
identifiable  units  and  special  areas  offers  is  helpful  to  other* 
considering  what  might  happen  in  particular  locations  of  concern. 
The  cellular  or  "cross-reference"  form  of  impact  analysis  o4 
alternatives  appears  well  suited  to  the  task. 

Froviding  a  subject  index  would  be  particularly  helpful  given  the 
structure  of  the  document.    The  bibliographic  references  appear 
somewhat  limited  and  dated.   Below  are  suggested  sources  o* 
further  information  that  might  be  helpful  In  preparing  the  final 
RMP  and  EIS. 


Most  large-scale  projects  would  be  addressed  in  detail  in  site- 
specific  analyses  when  proposed  and  prior  to  being  constructed. 
Examples  would  be  vegetative  or  land  treatments,  timber  sales, 
and  development  of  recreation  areas. 

The  socio-economic  data  in  Tables  2-1  through  2-4,  and  E-1 
through  E-5  in  the  DRMP  has  been  updated  and  included  in 
Appendix  E  of  this  document. 


5.  Coordination  would  continue  with  other  agencies  in  the 
identification,  inventory  and  mapping  of  wetlands  and  riparian 
areas.  Also,  please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  9. 


^     page    2 


GENERAL    COMMENTS: 
(referenres    Ar e    to    pages     in    the    RMP/EIS    unless    otherwise    stated) 

1.  Where    possible,     the    RMP/EIS    should    use    current    information. 
The     1990    census    figure*    should    be    used    and    projections    for    the 
future    should    reflect     1990    results     (p.     2-2,     Figure    2- 1  > . 

a.  The     figures    given     in     Table    B-5    for     livestock    grazing, 
season    of     use,     and    range    condition    appear     to    be    taken     from    the 
1987    Gunnison    Basin    /    American    Flat*    Planning    Areas!    Range I  and 
Program    Summary    Update    published    by    the    Montrose    District. 
Because    much    of     the    public    discussion     1*    focused    on    grazing,     more 
current     information     is    needed. 

b.  More    current     information    should    be    available    and    should 
be     i  n corpora ted     i nto    di  scussi  on*    of     recreat i on    use,    water 
quality,     large    scale    projects,     and    soc  i  al     and    economi  c 
condition*.       Some    suggested    sources    Ar&:    Upper    Gunnl son    - 
Uncompahqre    Basin    Phase     i     -    Feasi bi 1 l ty    Study!     Final     Report    and 
associated    task    reports!     the    Department    of     Energy'*    and 
contractors'     reports    for     the    Uranium    Mill     Tailings    Remedial 
Action    Project     in    Gunnison!     data    from    the    Environmental 
Protection    Agency's    monitoring    project    on    air     quality    accessible 
through     the    Rocky    Mountain    Biological     Laboratory     (RMBL)     in 
Gothic;     RMBL    can    also    provide    access     to    data    from    acid 
precipitation    studies    conducted    within    the   basin    <p.    2-51 |    the 
recent    Colorado    Department     of     Health's    water     quality    management 
planning    documents!     Gunni son    County     Interindustry    Spendi nq    and 
Employment    Attributed    T_o    Fishing    At     Blue    Mesa    Reservoir     (198B) 
prepared    by    the    Col  or ado    Water    Resources    Research     Inst i tute! 
collections    of     county    data    published    by    Colorado    Stat* 

Uni  ver si t  y ■     and    reports    on    water     and    hydropower    projects    proposed 
for    the    basin. 

2.  The    information    given    on    wetlands    and    riparian    areas    should 
inc  I  ude    reference    to    and    be    coordi  na  ted    wi  th    any    other 
identification    and    mapping    projects    undertaken    by    other    agencies 
(pp.     2-16    -    2-17). 

a.  The    condition    and    trend    for    riparian    zones,    soil 

erosion,     and    wildlife    habitat     should    be    given    for    each    allotment 
in    a    manner     si  mi  1  ar     to    the     i  nf  or  mat  i  on    presented    on    range 
condition     (Table    B-5).       Perhaps    the   data    collection    procedure    in 
Ron    Gregg's    A    Method    For    Anal yz i nq    Livestock     Impacts    Qn    Stream 
And    Riparian    Habitats     (undated,    BLM,    Montrose    District)    may    be    a 
start i ng    poi nt . 

3.  Because     1 i  vestock     gr  az  i  ng    management     is    a    major     is sue,     the 
final    EIS    should    update    the    general    economic    and    social 

l n for mat  i  on    on    the    agri  cultural     sector     presented     i n    the    Gunni son 
Ba_si  n    Livestock    6raz  i  nq    Environmental     Impact    Statement    z   Draft 
(1980)    prepared    by    the    Montrose    District. 


7  I  *■      The 
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The    FEIS    should    include    an    assessment    of     progress,     or 

ith    respect    to    resource    conditions    and    *n    analysis 


8. 


Recent  detailed  data  on  the  condition  and  trend  for  riparian  areas 
for  each  Allotment  is  lacking.  However,  monitoring  data  indicates 
that  damage  to  riparian  vegetation,  soils  and  streambanks  is 
widespread.  This  is  addressed  extensively  in  the  DRMP,  and  also 
in  the  PRMP. 

Data  quantifying  soil  erosion  rates  or  condition  is  not  available  for 
riparian  zones  nor  for  each  Allotment.  Soil  erosion  condition  is 
summarized  and  shown  in  Chapter  Two  of  the  DRMP  in  Table  2-7. 

We  have  included  the  soil  and  water  resources  and  economic 
information  in  the  DRMP  and  PRMP  that  we  feel  necessary  in  order 
to  address  and  analyze  the  issues  and  make  decisions. 

BLM's  best  available  information  regarding  resource  conditions 
Planning-Area  wide  is  contained  in  the  paragraphs  under  each 
resource  heading  in  Chapter  Two,  Affected  Environment,  of  the 
DRMP,  and  in  certain  of  the  Appendixes.  The  assumptions  and 
expectations  given  in  earlier  management  plans,  and  other 
documents,  were  considered  and  referenced  in  the  development  of 
this  RMP.  Please  refer  to  page  3-4  in  the  DRMP,  under  the  heading 
titled  "Existing  Management  Plans  and  Documents".  In  addition, 
the  Management  Situation  Analysis  (MSA),  a  document(s)  prepared 
in  advance  of  the  DRMP,  contains  a  great  deal  of  information  that 
was  not  shown,  or  was  summarized  in  the  various  chapters  of  the 
DRMP  and  PRMP.  The  MSA  is  available  for  examination  at  BLM 
offices  in  Denver,  Gunnison,  and  Montrose. 

It  may  be  that  management  of  some  other  resources  may  have 
greater  economic  values  than  those  directly  obtained  from 
livestock  grazing  on  public  lands  (or  other  uses).  However,  BLM  is 
mandated  to  manage  for  multiple  resources.  Economic  values 
become  only  one  factor  in  determining  tradeoffs  when  it  is 
determined  that  land  use  allocation  is  required.  Cost  benefit 
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o«    assu-vptions    and    expectations    aiv.n    in    ear  1  1  mr    management    plan, 
-    oar ticularly    with    respect    to   range    condition,     basel     cover, 
erosion,    and    livestock    and    -ildlH.    utilization,     and    ORV 

*■""'!"*"    Evaluation    of    past    experience    as    to    what    was    achieved, 
what    wis    not.    and    why    would    assist    the    discussion    o<    Alternative 
A   which    is    the    continuation    and    current    rate    o*    acco.pl  i  shaient    o« 
the      earlier    planning    goals,    programs,     and    projects    <p.    J-l). 

5.  The   RHP   should   present    criteria    for    evaluating    specific 
management    actions   during    the    planning    per i od    -    particularly 
rang,    improvement    practices.       Experience    in    Utah    wl  th    the 
management    of    similar    resources    shows    recreational     values    for 
hunting      camping,    wildlife, and    wildlands    protection    will    equal    or 
exceed    values    obtained    from   public    resource    land    used    for 
HelltocK     (C.    Arden   Pop.    Ill    and    Fred    J.Wagstaff     (1987,    An. 
Economic    Fvaluation   of    the    Oak    Creek    Range    Management,    Area    GTR- 
INI    22«      USDA    -    Forest    Service,     Inter»ountai n    Research    Station, 
Ogden,    Utah).       This    study   provides    a    relevant    demonstration    of 
procedures   useful    when    considering    specific    range    projects    for 
evaluating    their    cost    effectiveness    with    respect    to    resource 
management    goals    and    also   market    and    non-market    benefits. 

6.  Information    given    in    the    BUM'S    Gunnison    Basin    Livestock 
Gra-ing.   Fnvi r onmental     Impact    Statement     (1980)     suggested    changing 
economic    conditions    and    the    need    for    all    concerned    to    begin 
looking    for    alternative    income    sources    for    ranching    families    (pp. 
78    -    82   of    this    document).       Discussion    of     implementation    in    the 
RMP    needs    to   recognize    the   constraints    of    economic    and    social 
trends    in    the    agricultural     sector    as    well     as    expected    budgetary 
constraints   on    the    BLM's    investment    in    range    projects    for 
livestock    production    (p.    3-3).       A   suggested    starting    point    is 
with    relevant    papers    and    their    references    found    in    J.     E. 
Mitchell,    Ed.,     (19SB)        Impacts    of    the    Conservation    Reserve 
Program    in    the    Great    Plains:    Symposium    Proceedings    -    Denver. 
5„I^IiorsS£eoSirii-lB^    1987    GTR-RM    158,    USDA-Fore.t    Service, 
Rocky    Mountain    Forest    and    Range   Experiment    Station,    Fort    Collins, 
Colorado.  ,         *..__ 

As    shown    in    the    RMP/EIS,    new    demands    am    appearing    for    the 
forage    resource    -    including    performance    of    hydrologic    and    soil 
stabilization    functions.       Their    economic    values    appear    to 
presently,    or    soon    will,    exceed    in    importance    those    economic 
values    associated    with    livestock    production.       New    and    older 
resource    demands    are   often    combined    or    are    complementary, 
sustainable   by    the   resource    base.       The    RMP    should    require 
documentation    and    allocator    of    .11    costs    and    benefits,    by   purpose 
and    direct    beneficiary. 

7  There    is   brief    mention   of    forest    management    in    the 

discussion    of    the    affected    environment     (pp.     2-30    -    2-31). 
However,    the    alternatives    do   not    provide    much,     if    any, 
consideration    of    this    management    activity,    yet    there    is    logging 
on    BLM    lands.       The    RMP    should    specificaly    provide    for    protection 
of    the    values    associated    with    old-growth    -unmanaged"    timber 
stands. 


analyses  would  be  prepared  and  considered  at  the  time  specific 
projects  or  developments  are  being  planned,  where  appropriate. 

9.  Thank  you  for  the  references.  Among  the  assumptions  used  in  the 
preparation  of  the  RMP,  there  are  three  that  warrant  mentioning  in 
the  response  to  this  comment:  1)  all  of  the  alternatives  would  be 
fully  executed  within  the  10-12  year  life  of  the  plan,  2)  a  15 
percent  increase  in  funding  would  be  required  to  implement 
Alternatives  B,  C,  D,  or  E,  and  the  PRMP,  and  3),  public  lands 
would  continue  to  contribute  significantly  to  the  livestock  industry 
in  the  Gunnison  Basin.  The  BLM  continues  to  feel  that  these 
assumptions  are  appropriate  in  the  development  of  the  land  use 
plan.  Cost  benefit  analyses  would  be  prepared  and  considered  at 
the  time  specific  projects  or  developments  are  being  planned, 
where  appropriate. 

10.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  8  of  this  letter. 

11.  The  management  of  forest  resources,  and  constraints  to  protect 
other  values,  are  discussed  in  each  alternative  in  the  DRMP,  and 
the  PRMP.  The  BLM  recognizes  the  importance  of  the 
management  of  old  growth  timber.  Old  growth  timber  management 
would  receive  due  consideration  if  it  becomes  a  component  of 
future  timber  sales.  When  an  old  growth  timber  management  policy 
is  adopted,  it  would  become  effective  immediately,  and  if 
necessary,  the  RMP  would  be  amended  to  reflect  this  policy,  or  old 
growth  considerations. 

12  and  13.  Thank  you  for  your  ideas  on  the  utilization  of  forest 
products.  At  this  time,  there  is  no  known  local  demand  for 
fabricated  joists,  flanges  of  half-round  stems,  or  flakeboard  webs 
from  stagnant,  dog-hair  stands.  Such  stands  usually  occur  in 
lodgepole  pine,  which  actually  comprises  a  very  small  amount  of 
the  forest  in  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area.  If  the  demand  does 
occur,  BLM  would,  within  the  allowable  cut,  consider  making  these 
wood  products  available. 
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16 


a.  Managtment    for    And    cubsid.ee    to    traditional    commercial 

forestry    in    this   part    of    the    Rocky    Mountains    does    not    appear 
appropriate    given    rotation     length,     product     yield,     management 
costs,     logging    costs,     and    conflicts   mi th    other    values    associated 
with    the    timber    resources    -    especially    within    this    management 
area.       However ,    in    the    RMP    there    may    be   an    opportunity    to    deal 
with    some    local    forest    resource    "problems*    -    specifically 
stagnant    dog-hair    stands    -    with   new    technologies    for    post    and 
rail    products,    joist    flanges,    and    poles.       The    flexibility 
available    to    the    BLM    in    its    t i nber    resources    management    should    be 
directed    toward   maximizing    the    amount    of    value    added    locally 
through    the    utilization    of    this    forest    resource.       Examples    »rm 
local    production    and    consumption    of    joists    made    from    small     stem 
f 1 anges    and    pi ywood    webs    and    by    encour agl ng    1 ocal     f abr 1 cati  on    of 
furniture    with    pole    frames    for    the    local     second    home    and   resort 
condominium    market.       A    general    reference    for    this    is    W.    C. 
Schmidt,    Comp.     U<?88>    Proceedings    -   Future    Forests    of    the, 
Mountain    West:    A   Stand    Culture    Symposium:     1?8&.    September    2?   Z 
October    J,     6TR-INT    243,     USDA    -    Forest     Service,      Intermountain 
Research    Station.    Ogden    Utah.       There    are    more    recent    publications 
on    specific    aspects   of    this    concept. 


SPECIFIC    COMMENTS: 


1.  The   base    used    for    maps    in    the    RMP/EIS    should    show   boundaries 
and    ident i f yi ng    numbers    for    graz i ng    all otments    and    wildlife 
management    areas.       This    would    help    in    using    tables    such    as 
Appendi  x    B-5. 

2.  To    facilitate   coordination    with    local    governmental    planning 
and    public    safety    efforts,     the    locations    of    identified    hazards 
such    as    open    mine    shafts    should    be    mapped    and    this    information 
distributed    (p.    3-22). 

3.  To    facilitate   coordination    with    local    governmental    planning 
efforts,     the    intended    or    possible   uses    of    lands    identified    for 
potential    disposal    should    be    presented     (pp.     3-20    and    3-21). 

4.  In    discussion    of     impacts    on    social     and    economic    conditions 
(Chapter    4) ,    the   al ternat  i  ves    shoul d    spec  ifically    provi  de    for 
keeping    local    governmental    entities    and    other    interested    parties 
apprai  sed    of    proposal  s    for    1 arge    seal e    resource    projects. 
Specific    projects    can    not    easily    be    anticipated    in    the   resource 
planning    process    and    they    do    have    very    significant     implications. 
Sharing    information    among    all     interested    parties    at    the    earliest 
possi  bl e    t  i  me    helps    everyone    to    respond    to    any    chal 1 enge* 
presented.       For    ex amp 1 e,     the    RMP    could    provi  de    for    host  i  ng    a 
month 1 y    or     quarter  1  y     "roundtabl e"    for     i n for mat  i  on    sharing. 

5.  There    appears    to   be    an    error    in    the    amount    given    for    Total 
Retail    Sales   of    Gunnison    County    in    19B0    (p.    2-3,    Figure    2-2). 


14.  The  level  of  planning  underway  in  the  RMP  process  is  not  grazing 
Allotment-specific,  although  many  actions  discussed  in  the  DRMP 
and  PRMP  would  potentially  affect  a  variety  of  resources  in  some 
grazing  Allotments.  Thus,  grazing  Allotment  boundaries  are  not 
shown  on  the  base  map  for  Alternatives  B,  C,  D,  and  E  in  the 
DRMP,  nor  are  they  shown  on  the  base  map  for  the  PRMP.  In 
addition,  adding  grazing  Allotment  boundaries  and  their  numbers 
would  potentially  create  a  crowded  map.  Colorado  Division  of 
Wildlife(CDOW)  management  areas  are  shown  on  the  base  maps 
in  the  DRMP  and  PRMP,  but  were  not  labeled. 

15.  The  State  of  Colorado,  Mined  Land  Reclamation  Division,  through 
the  Colorado  Inactive  Mine  Reclamation  Program  maintains  an 
inventory  of  inactive  mine  workings  which  might  be  considered 
hazardous.  This  inventory  includes  both  public  and  private  lands. 
The  BLM  cooperates  with  the  State  Agency  by  providing  any 
relevant  information  on  hazardous  sites  occurring  on  BLM-managed 
land.  The  BLM  does  not  dictate  nor  prescribe  future  uses  of  lands 
that  are  identified  for  disposal,  except  that  existing  legal,  or 
authorized  uses  by  the  United  States  or  others,  for  instance 
easements  for  access,  are  in  certain  instances  valid  rights  that  are 
transferred  with  title  or  patents.  Local  zoning  authorities,  where 
applicable,  prescribe  allowable  uses  that  occur  on  privately  owned 
lands.  The  BLM  would  continue  to  brief  local  governments  on 
issues  and  projects  occurring  on  public  land. 

16  and  17.  The  amount  given  for  Total  Retail  Sales  of  Gunnison 
County  in  1980  in  Table  2-2  in  the  DRMP  is  in  error.  Please  refer 
to  Appendix  E  in  the  PRMP  for  the  corrected  Table  2-2.  The  BLM 
realizes  that  constant  dollars  could  be  used  to  compare  the  retail 
sales  figures,  but  in  our  judgement  the  actual  amounts  were 
adequate. 


P-33 


APPENDIX  P  -  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRMP  AND  BLM  RESPONSES 


35p'g 


17l 


18 


19 


Interpretation  of  thru  retail  HlH  f 1  gur  es  should  also  include 
consideration  tor  effects  erf  inflation  by  providing  •  comparison 
amount    in   constant    dollars. 

4.         For    all    alternatives,    the   control    of    erosion    and 

itatlon    is   needed    tor    reduction    erf    non-point    source   water 

The   RMP    should   require   and   explain    strict    application 
.anagement    practices    (pp.    3-102    -    3-103   for    Alternative, 


polluti 
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A   starting    point    in    the   RMP   should   be   expression   of    gene 
guidelines    tor    logging,    road   building,    grazing,    and   burning 
activities.       An    example    *r*   those   guidelines   advocated    alaost 
forty    years   ago   which    include   moderate   grazing    to   maintain   a   « 
inch    stubble    height     IE.     8.     Dunford    and    Sidney    Weltzman     (1935) 
Managing    Forests   To   Control    Soil    Erosion    in    Ifce    Ytarbpok,   of. 
Agriculture    for    1955   =  WATjJS.    PP-    ?*=    -    242,    U.S.D.A., 
Superintendent    erf    Documents,    Washington,    D.    C.  » 

Sites   at    leaver    elevations   appear    to   have    less   basel    plant 
cover    tor    erosion   control    and    soils   more   prone    to   erosion    (pp.    2- 
9   -   2-11).       Most    ot    the   resource   area    Is    in    the    moder ate-hlgh   arid 
above   erosion   potential    classes   with    satdiment    yields   higher    In 
lever    elevations    (p.    2-13).       Emphasis    In    the   RMP    should   be   on 
prevention    erf    any    further    degradation    or     the    resource    base    by 
uses   erf    all    kinds   and    at    all    times   -   particularly    transportation 
(p.    2-391. 

7.         Under    the   preferred   Alternative    E,     Improvement    is   expected 
in    the    quantity    and    quality    of     livestock    forage     (p.     4-44).       Given 
past    experience   and   current    resource    conditions    (Table   B-3) ,    how 
this   mill    be    achieved   while   maintaining   current    forage   allocation 
levels    (p.    3-lOS)    should   be   more   fully    explained    and    justified. 

Alternative   E   provides    for    grazing    at    a    'moderate    level,    or 
40-40*   erf    current    year's   growth-    and    maintaining    only    In   areas 
with   a   riparian   resource   emphasis   the   2.3    Inch    and    sometimes   4 
inch    minimum    stubble    height     (pp.     3-105,     4-42,     and    4-44).       A 
comparison   of    data   from    the    1980   grazing   E1S   with    data   presented 
In    this    RMP/E1S    shows    there    has    not    been    much    general     Improvement 
in   resource   conditions    and    suggests    little   reason    for    expecting 
significant     improvement     in    the    future    with    the    expressed 
criteria.       To   maintain    and   then   restore    the   condition   erf    the 
forage   resource   base    In    the   Gunnison    Resource    Area    over    the    long 
term,    appears    to  require    much    more   moderate    forage   utilization   by 
both    livestock    and    wildlife    than    proposed    In    Alternative    E. 

Almost    forty    years    ago    such   criteria    for    utilization   as 
given    in   Alternative   E    would    be   considered    inadequate    for 
malntenance   erf    the   resource   base   of    forage    and    soils.       At    that 
time    it    was    stated    that    moderate   grazing    of    an    area   should    leave 
approximately    4    inches   erf    stubble   and    leaving    2    inches    or    less 
constitutes   a    -heavily   grazed-    situation   resulting    In    Important 
moll    losses    (E.    G.    Dunford   and    Sidney   Weltzman    (1955)    Managing 
Forests    To   Control    Soil    Erosion    In    Jht   Yearbook,    at  Agr ,  cu|  tizrl 
for    1955    —   WATER,    pp.    233   -    242,    U.S.D.A.  ,    Superintendent    erf 
Documents,    Washington,    D.    C.  )  .       Also   at    that    time   others   stated, 
■The   amount    of    vegetation   on    the   ground    throughout    the   grazing 
season   has    a    major    influence   on   how   much    of    the   water    is   put    to 


18.  The  DRMP,  in  the  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  sections  titled 
"Soils  and  Water  Resources",  for  the  various  alternatives,  includes 
the  provision  that  "Best  Management  Practices"  (BMPs)  would  be 
employed  to  protect  soil  and  water  resources.  The  BMPs  needed 
to  achieve  this  goal  vary  by  management  action.  Therefore, 
specific  BMPs  would  be  discussed  and  determined  in  site-specific 
resource  activity  plans,  which  is  a  subsequent  step  in  BLM's 
planning  process. 

19.  Current  forage  allocations  would  be  maintained  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative  (E)  of  the  DRMP,  subject  to  needed  adjustments  and 
conditions  specified  in  various  Management  Units  in  the  Planning 
Area.  Minimum  stubble  heights  have  not  been  required  in  the  past 
in  the  Planning  Area,  and  this  measure  of  use,  along  with  percent 
of  use,  would  provide  better  indicators  of  forage  utilization. 
These  indicators  would  be  used  in  determining  when  to  move 
livestock  to  other  areas,  thereby  assuring  that  minimum  forage 
would  remain  for  maintaining  and  improving  soil,  water, 
vegetation,  and  other  resources  on  riparian  areas  and  uplands. 

20.  Thank  you  for  your  suggestions.  In  the  judgement  of  BLM,  the 
Management  Unit  identification  and  the  prescriptions  for  units  E-14 
and  E-1  5  would  provide  the  degree  of  management,  enhancement, 
and  protection  necessary  for  values  in  these  riparian  areas. 
Additional  conditions  could  be  required  as  plans  are  developed  for 
surface-disturbing  proposals.  Comment  1  of  letter  24  deals  with 
a  similar  concern. 

21 .  Thank  you  for  the  comment. 

22.  The  BLM  would  continue  patrols  and  monitoring  of  activities  on 
public  lands  by  resource  specialists  as  well  as  law  enforcement 
personnel.  Monitoring  and  observations  by  resource  specialists  is 
done  while  travelling  to  and  from  the  field  and  while  in  the  field, 
and  patrols  by  law  enforcement  personnel  are  continual.  Additional 
monitoring  and  patrol  capabilities  would  be  dependent  on  budgets. 
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productive    use,    how   much    evaporates,    and    how   much    escapes    through 
runoff.       ...       Many    years    of    practical    experience   by   ranchers 

indicate    that    'take    half-and-leeve-half "     Is   a    good    rule   of    thumb 
to    follow    on   most    ranges.       Under    some   conditions,    however,    even 
that    use    is   not    light    enough."     (F.    6.    Renner    and    L.    D.    Love 

(1955)  Management  of  Water  on  Western  Rangelands  in  JJig  Yearbook 
0±  Agrjcylture  fr>r  1955  =  WATER,  pp.  413  -  423,  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture,  Superintendent  erf  Documents,  Washington,  D.  C. ) . 
These  authors  cite  studies  in  Colorado  commencing  In  the  1930's 
and  argue  that  soils  on  deteriorated  ranges  dry  out  more  quickly, 
have    less   water    absorption,    and   experience   more   erosion. 

8.  The    emphasis   upon   protection    and    1  mprovemertt    of    riparian 

zone   conditions    is    a   particularly    significant    feature   erf    the   RMP. 
It    should    be    strengthened    by: 

a.  Incorporating  the  specific  and  more  extensive  emphasis 
giver,  to  riparian  values  and  resources  by  unit  identification  In 
Alternative   D    into    the   preferred   Alternative   E. 

b.  Specifically   providing    In   Alternative   E    (p.    3-1031    for 
allocation   of    Increased    vegetation    and    forage   within    riparian 
areas   primarily    to    the   protection    and   management    of    watershed 
resources    -    for    reduction   of    soil    erosion,    for    bank 
stabilization,    and    for    sediment    transport    control    as    indicated 
for    Alternative    B    (pp.    3-18   -    3-19). 

c.  The   pursuit    erf    water    rights    adjudicated    for    Instream 
flows    and    range    water    sources    should   be   commanded    and    emphasized 
In   Alternative   E    (pp.    2-11    and    3-102). 

9.  The   RMP  generally   and   the   alternatives    specifically   need    to 

address   more   thoroughly   the    Issues   erf    enforcement    and    monitoring 
(for    example  p.    3-109).       Greater    emphasis   on    both    Is    essential 
'or    accomplishing    the   expressed   planning    objectives.       Criteria 
for    determination    of    need    for    patrols    and   enforcement    should   be 


10.       Recreation    management    requires   greater    emphasis    on 
base    protection.       Recreational    usage   has    reached    the   point    of 
causing    resource   damage    in   many    locations.       An    example    Is   non- 
point    source   pollution    resulting    from   vehicle    traffic,    on    and    off 
roads,    especially    during    wet    conditions. 

a.  Road  closures  are  needed  when  vehicle  use  will  create 
excessive  damage  to  the  road  surface  and  exacerbate  erosion  (p. 
2-39) . 

b.  If    roads    are    to   be   open    and   used   under    adverse 
conditions,    specifically   during    the   hunting    seasons,    provisions 
should   be    included    In    the   RMP   for    Immediate   corrective 
maintenance   so   as    to   prevent    excessive   erosion   during    the 
subsequent    spring    runoff. 

c.  CRV  activity   requires   greater    manageeamt    emphasis    to 
Protect    th»   resource   base    (p.    2-311.       With    the   estimated    supply 
of    ORV   opportunity    being    high    and    the    demand   being    low    to 
moderate    (p.    2-34),    the   preferred    Alternative  E    should    include 
specific    limitations   on    ORV's    such    as    seasonal    road    and    area 


23.  This  paragraph  addresses  the  numbered  items  10  a),  b),  and  c). 
Language  has  been  included  in  the  Recreation  Management  section 
of  Standard  Management  in  the  description  of  the  PRMP  to  clarify 
BLM's  road  closure  policies.  Some  roads  would  continue  to  be 
kept  closed  in  the  spring  or  other  seasons  until  resource  damage 
would  likely  not  occur.  Emergency  road  closures  would  occur  if 
unacceptable  resource  damage  occurs.  While  this  system  is 
generally  effective  it  cannot  always  deal  immediately  with  localized 
problems  caused  by  unusual  weather  or  other  unforseen  factors. 
The  BLM  would  continue  to  recognize  and  respond  to  the  need  for 
seasonal  closures  by  installing  gates  at  key  access  points  in 
problem  areas. 

The  existing  wide  diversity  of  trail  users  and  equipment,  i.e.  hikers, 
horses,  mountain  bikes,  all-terrain  vehicles  (ATVs),  motorcycles, 
4-wheel  drives,  and  the  somewhat  limited  transportation  network 
necessitate  the  management  of  most  of  the  areas  for  multiple 
recreation  groups. 

24.  Specific  mineral  disposal  actions  would  be  processed  on  a  case-by- 
case  basis  whenever  there  is  an  application  for  disposal.  Necessary 
mining  environmental  documents  would  be  completed  at  that  time. 
The  RMP  identifies  those  areas  where,  because  of  other  resource 
values,  disposal  would  not  be  permitted. 

25.  All  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs),  including  those  adjacent  to 
USFS  managed  lands,  would  be  managed  to  protect  their 
wilderness  values  until  congress  acts  upon  their  designation.  Page 
1-5  in  the  DRMP  explains  the  Wilderness  Study  Process  and  its 
relationship  to  the  RMP/EIS. 
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closures    to   protect    the    resource    base    as    well     as    wildlife    <p.    2- 
33). 

d.  The    RMP    should    provide    for    working    toward    modal 

separation  between  motorized  and  non-motorized  transportation. 
Both  forms  of  transport  should  be  restricted  to  appropriately 
desi  gned    and    wel 1     mai  ntai  ned    routes. 

11.  Discussion    of    disposal    of    saleable   mineral    resources    should 
include    the    location    and    reclamation    requirements    of    sites 
proposed    for    cover    and    r 1 prap    needed    in    the   Gunni  son   ur ani urn    ml  1 1 
tailings    remedial    action    project     (p.    2-9). 

12.  Additional    explanation    is    needed    on    the    management    of 

wi  Iderness    resources    and    study    areas     <pp.     2-35    -    2-36).        Will 
ex  i  st  i  ng    wi 1 derness    resource    values    renal n    protected    on    the    BLM 
wilderness    study    areas,     particularly    those   adjacent    to   Forest 
Service    study    veas,    until     there    is    a    wilderness    designation 
decision    by    Congress?       It    would    appear    that    this    should    be    done, 
despite    the    Forest    Service's    recommendations    for    its    study    areas. 
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As  distinguished  from  other  resources  being  managed,  the 
wilderness  resource  should  be  managed  specifically  for  resource 
value  protection.    It  should  not  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  a 
recreational  demand  <p.  2-37).   The  RHP  should  specifically 
provide  emphasis  upon  recreational  use  control  for  the  protection 
of  wi 1 der  ness  resource  val ues. 

14.  Recreat  i  onal  use  general  1 y  is  expected  to  increase  (pp.  2-31 
and  4-9  -  4-10),  perhaps  more  than  any  oth«r  type  of  use  within 
the  resource  Are*.        Li  ke  any  other  resource  use,  ret  r eat i  onal  use 
requires  control.   The  RHP  in  Alternative  E  should  emphasize  much 
slri  cter  control  of  recreat l on  activity  to  achi  eve  r est or at i  on, 
not  just  mai  ntenance,  of  decl i  ni  ng  resource  condi  t i  ons  - 
particularly  in  riparian  areas,  for  improvement  of  habitat  and 
range  condition,  and  for  coping  with  soil  loss. 

a.  With  the  expected  increase  in  recreational  activity  and 
the  importance  of  it  to  the  local  community  economies,  the 
RMP/EIS  should  demonstrate  how  proposed  recreational  facilities 
and  projects  can  enhance  local  economic  activity.   There  should 
be  an  anal ysi  s  of  economi  c  i  mpacts  for  proposed  recreat l onal 
actions  -  particularly  with  respect  to  visitor  expenditures.   A 
useful  starting  point  is  with  Richard  B.  Walsh  (1966)  Recreation 
Economic  Decisions:  Comparing  Benef i  ts  and  Costs.  Venture 
Publishing,  Inc.,  State  College,  Pennsylvania  and  H.  Ken  Cordel 1 
and  others  (1990)  An  Anal ysi  s  of  Outdoor  Recreat i on  and 
Wilderness  Situation  i_n  the  United  States:  1989  -  20401  A 
Techni  cal  Document  Supporting  the  J 969  US DA  Forest  Service  RPA 
Assessment  GTR-RM  1B9,  Rocky  Mountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment 
Station,  Fort  Col  1  ins,  Colorado. 

b.  The  RMP  should  provide  for  analysis  and  consideration 
of  net  val ue  added  wi th  the  resource  area  when  ex  ami ni  ng 
recreat  i  onal  resource  management  opt i ons. 

15.  The  designation  of  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas, 
Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern,  Extensive  Recreation 


26.  The  protection  and  enhancement  of  recreational  values  and 
opportunities  is  emphasized  in  the  DRMP  Preferred  Alternative  and 
the  PRMP.  Given  our  multiple  use  management  mandate,  BLM 
feels  that  the  PRMP  provides  for  balanced  uses  with  emphasis 
given  to  providing  recreational  opportunities. 

27.  Again,  thank  you  for  the  references.  Page  4-55  of  the  DRMP 
indicates  that  a  40%  increase  in  primarily  dispersed  recreation 
activity  would  have  a  medium  to  high  positive  impact  to  income 
and  employment,  especially  for  those  businesses  providing  tourist 
and  recreation  sales  and  services.  Additional  detail  is  not  available 
at  this  time,  nor  is  it  needed  to  make  decisions  in  this  plan. 

28.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  8  of  this  letter. 

29.  The  BLM  agrees  the  Lake  Fork  of  The  Gunnison  River  is  an 
important  resource  with  many  values  that  deserve  protection  and 
management.  The  BLM  feels  that  existing  withdrawals,  existing 
designations,  and  proposed  management  prescriptions  are 
adequate  to  protect  the  values  of  the  river  corridor.  The  entire 
length  of  the  Lake  Fork  of  The  Gunnison  River  is  contained  within 
the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA,  and  would  continue  to  be  managed 
according  to  activity  plans  for  the  SRMA,  and  other  regulations  and 
policies. 

30.  See  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  8. 
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Management    Areas,    and    si  mi  1 ar    forms    of    recogni  t i  on    provi des    a 
needed    sense    of     focused    emphasis    to    the    resource    management    of 
specific    places.       Such    recognition    helps    to   provide   direction    for 
mul ti -discipl inary    management     teams    and    to    capture    the    interest 
and    involvement    of     those    outside    the    BLM.        Both    are    needed    for 
coping    with    the   challenges    presented    by    resource    management 
within    these    pi  aces. 

a.  Alternative    E    should   give    special    recognition    to 
providing    some    form   of    area    designation    to    the    river    corridor    of 
the    Lake    Fork.       This    corridor    should    be   managed    as    a    single   unit, 
from    the    headwaters    to    Blue    Mesa    Reservoir,    with    a    specific 
emphasis    given    to   protecting    those    values    making    it    worthy   of 
consideration    for    Wild    and    Scenic    River    designation.       This   unique 
combination    of    values    is    a    major    asset    to    the    Lake   Fork    Valley 
community's    future. 

b.  The    East    Gunnison    ACEC    designation    is    needed    in    the   RMP 
to    focus    management    upon    restoration    of    a    degraded   resource   base 
within    this    well    defined    geographic    area.       The    combination    of 
resource    management    challenges    presented    within    this    area    suggest 
propsing    it    as    one   of    a    series   of    national    experimental    and 
research    sites    for    the    BLM.       The    area    also    offers   *   demonstration 
opportunity    for    cooperative    resource    management    among    a   diversity 
of    interests,    public    and    private. 

Respectful  1 y: 
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1 .      See  the  corresponding  responses  to  the  10  comments  in  letter  9. 
These  are  nearly  identical  letters  from  the  same  agency. 


To:      Resource  Management  Plan  Team  Leader,  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 
Montrose.  Colorado 

From:    Assistant  Regional  Olrector.  Fish  and  wildlife  Enhancement.  Denver. 
Colorado 

Subject:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  Resource  Management  Plan  for 
the  Gunnison  Resource  Area 

We  have  completed  our  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(Statement)  and  Resource  Management  Plan  (Plan)  for  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area 
(Area).  We  have  given  most  of  our  attention  to  threatened  and  endangered 
species  and  wetland  Issues  that  are  disclosed  for  Alternative  E.  the  preferred 
alternative. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 

The  preferred  alternative  recognizes  the  Importance  of  continuing  to  consult, 
with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  for  those  activities  that  nay 
impact  federally  listed  threatened  or  endangered  species.  This  alternative  also 
proposes  to  designate  specific  areas  within  the  Area  for  the  protection  of  the 
skiff  milkvetch  (Astragalus  microcyobus),  a  Federal  candidate  species,  and  the 
Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly  (Bolorla  acrocnema).  a  federally  proposed 
species.  The  draft  Statement  also  acknowledges  the  previous  coordination  that 
has  ottuf  reu  between  Our  A^ti.cUs.  «Sow€.er,  we  iHsi'eve  the  StAtiwnt  cou'd  ie 
Improved  by  giving  more  attention  to  the  following  issues:   (1)  Wetlands; 
(2)  water  depletion  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin;  (3)  the  boreal  western 
toad  (Bufo  boreas  boreas).  a  Federal  candidate  spedes;  (4)  prairie  dog 
distribution  and  abundance;  and  (S)  black-footed  ferrets  (Mustela  nigripes). 

Wetlands  are  a  unique  vegetative  ccotunlty  that  can  provide  habitat  for  many 
species  of  wildlife.  In  recent  years,  many  Federal  Agencies  have  dedicated  a 
significant  amount  of  effort  to  inventory  wetlands  and  to  better  define  their 
value.  The  Statement  has  no  discussion  of  the  wetland  types  or  values  that  may 
occur  in  the  Area.  Based  on  our  United  knowledge  of  the  Area,  we  believe 
wetlands  probably  exist.  We  believe  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (Bureau) 
should,  therefore,  give  consideration  to  qualify  and  quantify  the  various  types 
of  wetlands  that  may  exist  in  the  Area. 
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The  Statement  recognizes  that  water  resources  within  the  Area  may  be  utilised 
for  transbasln  diversions  to  the  East  Slope  (page  ?-14),  We  believe  any 
depletion  of  water  from  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin  Is  an  impact  to  the 
federally  listed  fish  species  occurring  in  the  basin,  and  therefore  would 
trigger  a  "may  affect*  finding  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (Act). 

I  Consequently,  we  believe  Chapter  4  (Environmental  Consequences)  should  determine 
whether  water  depletion  will  occur  with  any  of  the  alternatives  and  disclose  the 
quantity  of  depletion  (in  acre-feet)  occurring  with  each  alternative. 

The  boreal  western  toad  1s  a  Category  2   candidate  species.  This  toad  Inhabits 
marshes  and  wet  meadows  and  similar  habitats  generally  between  8.500  and 

111.000  feet.  There  are  historical  records  of  this  toad  from  southern  Hinsdale 
and  northern  Gunnison  Counties.  Due  to  the  recognised  declining  status  of  this 
toad  and  Us  historical  occurrence  within  the  Area,  we  believe  It  should  be 
Included  In  Table  2-1?  (page  ?-19).  There  also  should  be  some  consideration  to 
determine  the  toad's  current  status  on  the  Area. 

Recently,  the  Service  received  an  inquiry  from  Dr.  James  Fitzgerald  of  the 
University  of  Northern  Colorado  regarding  the  status  of  the  Gunnisonl  subspecies 
of  the  Gunnison  prairie  dog  (Cynomys  gunnisonl  gunnisonl)  throughout  its 
historical  range  (this  Is  the  subspecies  that  occurs  In  the  Area).  He  presents 

I  evidence  suggesting  a  significant  decline  in  the  abundance  and  distribution  of 
this  animal.  Due  to  this  inquiry,  the  value  of  prairie  dogs  to  many  other 
species  and  the  potential  implications  to  ferret  recovery,  we  believe  it  1s 
appropriate  for  the  Statement  to  address  prairie  dog  abundance  and  distribution 
In  the  Area. 

We  find  no  significant  attention  to  the  black-footed  ferret  In  the  Statement. 
Although  we  know  of  no  historical  records  of  black-footed  ferrets  from  the  Area, 
it  1s  generally  believed  they  overlapped  the  range  of  all  prairie  dog  species  in 
Colorado.  For  the  past  3  years,  a  multiagency  working  group  has  been 
cooperating  on  a  statewide  effort  to  Inventory  prairie  dog  distribution.  The 
purpose  of  this  Inventory  is  to  attempt  to  resolve  prairie  dog  management  Issues 
and  Identify  candidate  black-footed  ferret  ^Introduction  sites.  Your  State 
office  and  the  White  River  and  Little  Snake  Resource  Areas  have  been  Involved 
with  this  activity  for  several  years.  Due  to  these  ongoing  recovery  efforts  and 
the  presence  of  prairie  dogs  1n  the  Area,  we  believe  the  Statement  should 
dedicate  more  attention  to  the  black-footed  ferret.  Although  page  3-103  makes  a 

I  generic  statement  regarding  the  ^introduction  of  threatened  and  endangered 
species,  we  ask  the  Bureau  to  determine  whether  this  Is  adequate  to  obviate  the 
requirement  of  an  amendment  to  the  Plan  should  a  candidate  reintroduction  site 
for  black-footed  ferrets  be  identified. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

Page  S-l,  Table  5-1:  If  water  depletion  will  occur  due  to  any  of  the 
anticipated  activities  authorized  by  the  Plan,  compare  these  depletions  for  each 
of  the  alternatives.  Also,  include  a  comparison  for  the  wetlands  associated 
with  each  alternative. 
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Page  2-14,  Vegetation:  There  should  be  a  discussion  of  wetlands.  We  believe  it 
also  would  be  appropriate  to  categorize  the  wetland  according  to  Cowardin, 
et  al.  (1979). 

.  I  Page  2-18.  Special  status  plant  and  animal  species  and  habitat:  The  Endangered 
)  I  Species  Act  (Act)  provides  full  protection  to  only  federally  listed  species. 
I  Delete  the  reference  to  "sensitive  species.' 

Page  2-18.  Animals:  Add  the  boreal  western  toad  to  the  text  and  include  it  In 
Table  2-1?. 

I  Page  2-19,  Invertebrates:  The  Uncompahgre  frill  1 1 ary  butterfly  was  proposed  for 
listing  as  an  endangered  species  on  October  15,  1990.  This  new  designation 
should  be  recognized,  and  the  species  should  be  added  to  Table  2-12.  The  animal 
now  receives  protection  under  the  Act. 

Page  2-20,  Table  2-13:  Astragalus  anisus.  the  Gunnison  mllkvetch,  occurs  on 
Bureau  land  in  the  Pari  In  area  and  undoubtedly  on  similar  habitat  elsewhere  in 
the  Gunnison  Valley.  There  1s  recent  data  on  this  species.  John  Anderson,  our 
staff  botanist,  observed  It  there  in  1989  and  1990.  Dr.  Barry  Johnston, 
Gunnison  National  forest,  has  a  list  of  older  collections.  There  is  no  current 
data  to  indicate  whether  this  species  1s  common  or  rare.  However,  it  is  still  a 
I  Gunnison  Basin  endemic  and  thus  a  localized  species. 

Page  4-S6.  Impacts  on  soils  and  water  resources:  This  section  should  conclude 
whether  any  water  depletion  will  occur  with  the  preferred  alternative,  as 
suggested  on  page  2-14,  Transbasln  diversion. 

I  Page  4-S9,  Impacts  on  special  status  plant  and  animal  species  and  habitat:  It 
may  be  appropriate  to  restate  the  requirement  for  formal  Section  7  consultation 
for  any  activity  causing  Impact  to  federally  listed  species.  This  also  could 
relate  to  the  land  disposals  referenced  1n  the  document. 

Appendix  A.  Table  A-4:  We  believe  spatial  and  temporal  buffers  can  be  effective 
in  reducing  potential  Impacts.  We  again  emphasize  that  any  required 
consultation  under  the  Act  may  recommend  buffer  zones  that  are  different  than 
those  provided  In  this  table. 


Page  G-l,  Threatened,  endangered,  and  sensitive  species:  It  Is  obvious  that 
specific  situations  may  require  measures  to  avoid  or  offset  potential  Impacts 
that  are  not  shown  here. 

Page  J-l:  Host  of  this  page  recites  text  from  the  Federal  Register  that  lists 
in  I  tnose  SDeclts  considered  federal  candidates.  This  list  Is  published  by  the 
_|_(J  |  Service  biannually.  We  believe  some  of  the  text  you  reference  Is  outdated;  for 


I 
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I  example,  the  second  sentence  of  the  second  paragraph  ("Also  .  .  .  extinct").  We 
believe  you  should  reference  the  January  6,  1989.  Federal  Register  for  correct 
terminology  and  Interpretation.  You  may  want  to  wait  for  the  newly  revised 
Mst,  which  should  be  published  soon. 

Appendix  K:  Again,  we  wish  to  emphasize  that  any  required  Section  7 
consultation  may  recommend  stipulations  not  Identified  in  other  documents. 


Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife. 
Hontrose  CO 


n03£RT  D  JACOBSCN 


Fish  and  Wildlife  Enhancement, 
Golden  CO,  Grand  Junction  CO, 
Salt  Lake  City  UT 
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Pott  only: 


I   ir  writing   In   regards   to  the  d<aft    Resource  Kanageiw    ■    Nan^ 
i-d    Er.vlrt.r.!w.M»l    It,pacl    Sl*UM..t    for    the  Cunnison    Res      jce  *    C* 
<»  win^i*     Cunnfson.    S-Mjuache,    Hontrose,    *.*.d  Ouray  C&ot.ties. 
M«  £.e  .?  S  n"  'olaiont.ntl.n  as   ■    feel   lh.1  live  «»"P>J«  , 
doe,   not   do  enough   to  protect    the    area",   nigh   »""'<:   »»f  '"logical 
'Hue™  nor  doe.   It  provide   additional   recreational   tr.IK  to  a*«t 
the    continually   Increasing   de«and    In   the   are.. 

1    stronglv  support   dcslrjnallon  of  the   lake  Fork  of   the  ^J"1""  »»  J 

wild   and   Scenic    river.      This    river,    «Mch    Mo.s   through   the   heart    of 
the   Mplne   Triangle   Special    Recreation  Mar.age.ent    Area   has   .any 
outstanding  visual,    geologic,    and    recreational   values    that    need  to 
be   preserved   and  enhanced    for    future   generation,   to   enjoy. 

The   headwaters   of   the   LaVe   rork   dovnstrea.  to  lake    San   C.lsobal    offer 
so-  of  the  .ost   outst.ndln,   scenery   found  on  BLM  lands  n.lion-«lde. 
The    river    corridor    includes    excellent    geological    characteristic, 
.est    notahly   the    Slu«9ulllon   Slide   National    Landmark.      The   do.nst.ea. 
end   of    the    Lake   fork   belo.   Fed   Brid9e   Car.pgror.nd    Is    a   popular    rafting 
ar.d    fishing   stretch   and   contains    the   be9lnnln9s   of    the   Black   Canyon 
of   the   Gur.nlson. 


I  Uke    In   the    Handles    r 
stives   wild   and   Scenit 


All    of   the  Lake  Fork,    fro.   its  origin  at    Sic 
[■reposed   wilderness    to   Blue   W(  sa    Reservoir, 
F rot  eel  ion. 

The   BLM  ha,   recorded   only   portions   of   the   highly   scenic  Alpine 
Triangle   for  ACEC    (Areas  of   Critical    Environmental   Concern)   designation 
w-.ile  '.lid   and   Scenic   designation   of    .he    Lake   Fork    -ill   protect    the    land, 
adjacent   to  the   river,    ACKC  d.-slgnailon   for   the  entire   Triangle   is 
v  to  protect   those   lands  outside   the   river   corridor. 
his    area    is   the   raost    popular    •'•<■   he.vlly   visited   area   the  BLM  ""»9*J 
r,   Colorado,    and    Is    ...n,    the   ..osl    scenic   areas    in    the   nailer.        Specific 
values   that   need  protection  are:    three   14.000   ft.    peaks    (Handles, 
5,-shlr.e.    and   Redcloud),    habitat    for    the    rare   BMOjapahgre   ['>>'>}"» 
tult«r.ly,    nurreroel   historical    structures,    and  bighorn   sheep  1 ablt at . 
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inore  single  track  trails   outside  o J  P'JJ«*f 

wilderness   *.e.s   to   accomodate    inc. cased   hiking   and   swunta   n  bicycling 
dr?ar,ds    in   the   area.      Motoicycles    and    Jeeps   should  be    restricted 
to   existing  trails   at    all    times. 

feeh   of   the    rangeland    In   the   CunnJscn    Resource  Area    ts   in   f.Ir  «   poor 
condition   because   of    ln«f f . of-i iate   gracing   and  over-g.a    Ing    In   the   past . 
Tr.e    BLM   most    institute   graiir.g   r..inagcme.U    pract  I  ces    I  hat    protect    *"J 
iBpicve    riparian  habitat,    control    sediment    loss,    and    restore   the    rangeland 
tc    good   condll ion. 


Sincerely, 
Jim  Yonan 


Responses  to  letter  37 

1  through  4.    Please  see  the  responses  to  comments  1  and  2  of  letter 
8,  and  1  and  2  of  letter  12,  respectively. 


Bo*  1234 

Cunniion,  CO  6 
May  31,  1991 
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Responses  to  letter  38  (items  mentioned  in  many  of  the  comments  in 
this  letter  refer  to  unnumbered  paragraphs  in  Table  S-1  of  the 
Summary,  Chapter  One,  in  the  DRMP) 


Bill  Bottomly,  BMP  Tea* 
Bureau  of  Land  Manageme 
250S  South  To«nnr.d  Ave 
Montrose,  CO  81401 


Pe  I 


Draft 


-ii  • 


Resource  Ha 
■  1  Impact  State 


agement  P 1  an/ 
ent  (PMP/EIS) 


1 .  Item  two  referenced  in  the  comment  deals  with  the  management 
objective  of  improving  watershed  conditions  by  increasing  plant 
basal  cover.  Item  four  prescribes  that  specific  mitigating  measures 
must  be  incorporated  into  all  surface  disturbing  activities. 


Enclosed  are 
|(1)  Page  S-3 


the  above 


eferenced  docuae 


real.   under  Alternative  E. 
the  second  and  fourth  iteas 
If  these  iteas  are  to  be  as  broad  and  un- 
pe  as  they  are,  itea  tvo  under  Alternative 
sently  cover  the  Batter. 
(2)  Page  S-4  -  Soil  And  Hater  Resources,  Under  Alternative  B. 

Itea  3  peraits  soils  and  watershed  projects  I  what  is  a  soils 
project?),  if  coapatible  with  crucial  big:  game  winter  range 
management.   When  did  this  area  receive  official  designation 
as  a  crucial  big  game  winter  range  manageaent  area?   How 
many  winter  Aim's  of  big  game  use  have  been  officially  al- 
located to  it?   What  is  the  historic  specific  big  game 
winter  use  in  the  area?   The  same  comments  apply  to  itea  4. 

I  (3)  Page  S-S  -  Riparian  tones,  Under  Alternative  B.   What  are 
the  special  road  construction  objectives,  how  will  they 
affect  present  use,  when  were  they  adopted,  what  will  they 
cost,  where  will  the  aoney  come  froa  to  pay  for  them  and 
when  will  it  be  available?   Same  comments  apply  to  existing 
I     water  sources  and  roads  in  riparian  areas.  Mhat  is  the 
meaning  of,  and  how  do  you  define,  "...If  riparian  zones 
are  be ing  negatively  impacted?"   Doe  a  any  present  use  at 
all  constitute  negative  impact?   When  was  56  miles  of  rlparla 
I     zones  in  units  E-ll  and  E-14  designated  as  critical  sage 
grouse  habitat?   What  is  the  historical  sage  grouse  use, 
including  season  of  use  and  populations  throughout  these 
S6  miles.   Is  this  management  to  take  precedence  over  other 
historical  uses?   Mill  it  impede  big  game  and  livestock 
grazing?   The  same  guestions  are  asked  about  the  99  miles 
I     of  riparian  zones  mentioned  in  this  section.   Hill  this 
practice  impede  or  reduce  livestock  grazing.   Is  it  truly 
consistent  under  Alternative  E  of  the  Resource /Re  source 
Use  section?   Mo  where  in  this  Riparian  Section  does  this 


2.  A  soils  project  is  any  number  of  man-made  devices  that  would  be 
constructed  to  prevent  surface  soil  erosion.  The  simplest  of  these 
would  be  small  projects  such  as  water  bars  to  prevent  gullies  and 
erosion  in  roads  or  trails.  Check-dams  are  another  type. 

Many  of  the  areas  identified  as  "crucial  big  game  winter  range" 
were  initially  identified  and  mapped  in  the  mid-70s.  Ranges  are 
consistently  updated  as  new  information  is  collected. 

Please  refer  to  pages  2-23  through  2-26  of  the  DRMP  for  details 
on  the  big  game  winter  ranges  and  associated  use. 

3.  The  objectives  proposed  in  the  DRMP  for  riparian  zones  require 
that  roads  be  improved  and  future  construction  be  controlled. 
Costs  to  achieve  these  objectives  would  be  variable,  and  would  be 
funded  from  watershed  and  road  maintenance  budgets  for  the 
Resource  Area.  Please  see  Riparian  Zones,  page  3-103  in  the 
DRMP  for  more  information. 

4.  A  negative  impact  to  riparian  areas  generally  occurs  if  an  action 
reduces  the  quantity  or  quality  of  the  riparian  vegetation,  causes 
surface  (soil)  disturbance,  or  affects  the  surrounding  upland  in  a 
way  that  the  riparian  area  receives  damage  from  increased  stream 
flow  or  sedimentation. 
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Bill    Bottomly 
Page    2    -     S/31/91 

i  Alternative    E    provide    fo 

by    these    management    goal 
game    and    sage    grouse    use. 
(4)     Page     S-6    -    Riparian    Zones,     Under    Al 
meaning    of     "Compatible    riparian    imp 
•ltted    along     58    mile* 


33 


eitock    gracing,    which    it    appears 
be    totally    subjugated    to    big 


aitted    along     58    mile* . . . . e tc . 7 "       Nho    will    define    "compatible? 
Does    permitted    mean    "allowed"    or    is    the    Intent    to    encourage 
and    build?      What    is    the    historical    fish    population    and    use    in 
unit    B-15.        Is    this     Improvement    project    permitting    to    take 
precedence    over    all    other    uses    of    the    area    and    perhaps    elimin 
ate     some    other    uses? 


Most    of    the    management    practices     liste 
Zones    under    Alternative    E    are    vague    an 
adoption    are    unclear.       Alternative    A    1 
standable    historical    background.        It    can    | 
results    under    its    broad    mandate    and    it    sh< 
live    because    current    management    practices 
of    riparian    areas    and    are    working    to   pres» 


n    the    Bummery    for    Riparian 
he    implication    of     their 
ore    clear    with    an    under- 
provide    the     same     the     same 
uld    be    the    adopted    altern 
acknowledge    the     importanc 
rve    and    improve    these 


management    si  tern 
(6)    Page    S-8    -    Wildlife    Habitat    Management 

the     first    management    practice    wou Id    be    to 
nth    BLM 'a    Fish    and    Wildlife    Plan    For    Col 
ith    respect    t 


Decade  . 
lands? 
game ,    at 
far    and 
the    prod 


Under    Alternative    E, 

evise    RA    RMP    and    impleo 
ado    -    Program    For    The 
BLM 


-i* 


intain  wildlife  forage  allocations,  including  big 
nt  levels  when  big  game  numbers  in  Colorado  are 

recorded  history,  have  far  outstripped 
r  range  capacity,  and  according  to  DOW  loca 1 
reduced  in  numbers  since  a  colder,  harder, 
ith  an  early  onset  would  result  in  one  of  the 
m  in  the  area  and  evoke  a  public  outcry 


Why 

rrent 

y  the  hlghes 
ive  wint 
need  to  be 


winte 


greatest  die 

of  unprecedented  proportions  which  would  reeult  in  severe  and  w 
ranted  criticism  against  ell  agencies  and  personnel  in  any  way 
responsible    for    the    catastrophy. 


5.  These  areas  were  identified  as  "critical  sage  grouse  areas"  in  a 
1987  technical  report  by  Jerry  Hupp,  a  noted  sage  grouse  expert. 
Research  published  in  1968  (Savage)  and  1971  (Oakleaf),  and 
documented  in  a  Master's  Thesis  in  1986  (Evans),  found  that 
meadow  habitat  is  critical  for  sage  grouse  broods,  and  for  non- 
breeding  adults.  This  is  reflected  on  page  2-26  of  the  DRMP  and 
related  prescriptions  for  Management  Units  E-1 1  and  E-14  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative. 

Please  refer  to  Page  4-67  in  the  DRMP,  for  a  description  of  the 
estimated  effects  of  the  referenced  recommendations  on  livestock 
grazing  management. 

6.  Livestock  grazing  would  continue  to  be  authorized  for  most 
riparian  areas.  However,  grazing  would  occur  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  protect  riparian  conditions,  and  to  permit  conditions  in  riparian 
areas  to  improve.  Please  refer  to  Livestock  Grazing  Management 
and  Riparian  Zone  Management  in  the  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT 
section  of  Chapter  Four  in  the  PRMP  for  Planning  Area-wide 
management  direction  for  these  uses  and  resources.  Please  also 
refer  to  the  Table  1-1  in  Chapter  One,  PRMP,  for  a  summary 
comparison  of  management  of  all  resources  and  uses  in  the  DRMP 
and  PRMP. 

7.  Compatible  riparian  improvement  projects  are  those  projects  that 
(1),  have  no  negative  impact  on  riparian  areas,  (2),  those  whose 
limited  impact  on  riparian  areas  is  offset  (mitigated)  by 
improvement/enhancement  in  other  areas,  or  (3),  those  projects 
that  improve  the  riparian  values  or  functions. 
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It  makes  little  sense  to  allocate  all  future  forage  first  for 
watershed  needs  when  excess  growth  over  that  required  for 
reasonable  plant  health  constitutes  a  fire  menace  with  most 
serious  ramifications  for  watershed  protection  by  denuded 
watersheds  resulting  in  unusual  erosion  and  silting  problems. 
Why  allocate  additional  forage  for  a  wildlife  population   which 
will  certainly  be  reduced  from  present  levels?  There  is  more 
than  enough  forage  for  summer  gracing,  and  leaving  forage  for 
winter  big  game  use  makes  little  sense  when  it  will  be  covered 
by  deep,  crusted  snow  and  the  animals  have  become  accus  toned 
to  supplemental  feeding  by  the  DOW  or  eating  from  private  lands 
and  private  haystacks  n  they  have  habitually  done  the  past  few 
normal  winters  in  the  sres.   It  seems  far  more  reasonable  to 
divide  increases/decreases  in  forage  between  big  game  and  live- 
stock  as  is  the  present  practice. 

Have  raptor  nest  sites,  crucial  big  game  winter  ranges,  elk 
calving  areas,  eage  grouse  leks  and  sage  brush  habitat  been 
properly  defined  and  Identified?   If  so,  by  whom.    It  is  not 
•  clear  process  and  historical  use  must  be  properly  recognized. 
It  is  not  inconceivable  that  the  entire  BLM  administered  lands 
area  could  be  so  designated  to  the  practical  exclusion  of  all 
other  uses. 

What  is  meant  by  "temporary  long-range  herd  goal  reductions  in 
certain  GMUs...?"   Are  you  speaking  of  big  game,  sage  grouse  or 
livestock?   Have  the  economics  of  such  reductions  be  considered, 
presented  and  explained  to  Individuals  impacted  economically 
and  to  the  community-at-large  by  such  management   practices? 
The  last  EIS  in  the  Gunnison  Basin  made  al locations  for  big 
game  use  based  on  much  smaller  numbers  than  9,000  elk  and 
16,000  deer.   When  was  it  discarded  to  allow  the  adoption  of 
these  goals  which  are  clearly  unsustainable  thru  the  winter, 
now  and  in  the  future.   Treatments  on  uplands  and  riparian 
areas  to  help  the  DOW  achieve  these  goals  in  for  the  most  part 
empty  rhetoric.   Big  game  use  in  a  specific  area  is  not  readily 
controlable  because  these  are  wild  animals  and  they  go  and  hang 
out  where  they  wish.   To  disturb  them  during  critical  times  to 
preserve  the  habitat  is  not  viable,  doing  possible  harm  to  the 
animals.   In  light  of  this  fact,  can  it  be  reasonable  to  assume 
that  heavy  used  areas  (including  riparian  areas)  will  not  be 
damaged?   This  is  Inconsistent  with  the  objectives  on  Page  S-3  - 
Soil  And  Water  Resources  -  Under  Alternative  B,  "Measures  for 
erosion  reduction  and  increasing  plant  basal  cover  incorporated 
into  vegetation  treatments  on  soils  with  moderate  to  severe 
erosion  potential."   Big  game  can't  know  the  difference,  or 
care  . 
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1(7)  Page  S-8 


Wildlife  Habitat  Management,  Under  Alternative  E, 
he  BLM  in  GMU  64  South  and  East  of  Cimarron  implem 
Permant  reductions  in  elk  and  deer  numbers  when  the  BLM  has 


9. 


Upon  consultation  with  BLM  resource  specialists  and  others,  the 
Area  Manager  will  determine  if  a  project  is  needed  and  whether  it 
will  be  implemented. 

Livestock  grazing  would  continue  to  be  authorized  and  allowed  in 
these  areas  in  such  a  manner  that  will  protect  fishery  resources, 
and  permit  these  resources  to  improve.  Please  refer  to  the 
description  and  management  in  unit  1 5  of  the  PRMP  for  details  on 
these  riparian  areas  important  to  fishery  management. 

However,  for  a  more  complete  and  detailed  comparison  of 
livestock  grazing  management  and  riparian  zone  management  in 
Alternatives  E  (Preferred  Alternative)  and  A  (Continuation  of 
Current  Management),  please  see  pages  3-103  and  3-105,  and 
pages  3-7,  3-8,  and  3-9  in  the  DRMP.  The  table  S-1  in  the  DRMP, 
Summary,  only  summarizes  the  information  on  the  noted  pages, 
and  is  included  as  a  convenience  and  quick  reference. 

Restrictions  placed  on  other  resources  to  manage  the  relatively 
small  acreage  of  known  habitat  or  populations  of  special  status 
plant  and  animal  species  would  not  result  in  significant  impacts. 
Please  refer  to  Page  4-55,  Chapter  Four,  in  the  DRMP,  or  Page  5-1 , 
Chapter  Five,  in  the  PRMP,  for  impacts  to  other  resources  from 
actions  related  to  Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal  Species  and 
Habitat  management. 

The  Skiff  Milkvetch,  a  rare  species  of  plant,  was  listed  as  a 
Category  II  species  in  the  December,  1981  Federal  Register,  by  the 
USF&WS.  The  Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly  was  listed  by  the 
USF&WS  as  an  endangered  species  on  June  24,  1991 . 

Habitat  characteristics  for  the  milkvetch  consist  of  open,  juniper- 
sagebrush  communities  on  steep  slopes  with  thin,  rocky,  clayey 
soils.  Preferred  exposure  is  from  southeast  to  southwest  and  in 
some  cases,  northwest.  Elevation  ranges  from  7,600  to  8,100 
feet.  Habitat  for  the  butterfly  is  found  above  13,000  feet  on 
northeast  facing  slopes.  Snow  willow  (Salix  nivalis)  is  the  preferred 
larval  food  plant  for  the  species,  and  a  wide  variety  of  common 
arctic  -  alpine  plants  are  used  as  adult  nectar  sources. 
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I  .  ,«  4  -  5/  i  1/91 

I  practicable  pow«i  to  do  to?  Only  the  t-CW  c*n  do  ih-t,  *nl  BLM 

van  only  recommend  and  Uiut  hollow  threats  about  the  numbers. 

Recent  past  hlatory  shows  no  such  permanent  reductions  occurring 
any  place  In  the  area. 

I tc»s  3  under  this  alternative  relates  to  improving  the  habitat 
for  use  by  wintering  elk,  deer  and  bighorn  sheep.   Is  this 
caused  by  the  acquisition  of  the  Haria/Elie  ranch  on  Beaver  Creek 
for  use  by  the  DOW?   At  time  of  government  acquieition  of  this 
ranch,  livestock  operators  were  promised  that  this  acquisition 
would  not  Impact  their  operations  or  reduce  the  livestock  AUMt 
-_   allocated  to  gracing  perslts  in  the  area.   This  Item  2  certainly 
\J        sets  out  the  potential  for  reduction  of  livestock  use  (and  re- 
moval fro*  sos>e  areas)  by  seeking  Improvement  solely  for  big 
cane  use  and  permitting  only  land  uses  that  do  not  remove  or 
damage  elk  and  deer  crucial  winter  range,  which  terminology  ia 
subject  to  wide  Interpretation  and  not  based  on  historical  use 
pre-datlng  government  acquisition  of  the  Harris/Eire  Beaver 
Creek  Ranch. 

Item  4  under  this  alternative  relates  to  a  site  specific  activity 

I  plan  (HHP)  would  be  developed  for  76,192  acres  of  crucial  elk 
and  deer  range  In  Unit  B  l  ;.  What  la  'site  specific  activity 
plan?"  Does  this  connote  that  all  other  competitive  uses  will 
be  eliminated?  If  so.  It  seems  to  Improperly  remove  the  multiple 
use  concept  from  a  very  large  parcel  of  land.  It  sets  out  that 
compatible  wildlife  treatments  and  management  actions  are  per- 
mitted, but  makes  no  mention  of  allowing  other  treatments  or 

Item  5  sets  our  improvement  "to  support  500  pronghorn  habitat, 
500  bighorn  sheep,  to  harvest  1000  sage  grouse  annually...." 
this  has  an  obvious  misprint  In  it  and  Is  unclear  as  to  what  Is 
intended.   Certainly  the  BLM  has  no  rcssonable  control  over  the 
number  of  «ege  grouse  to  be  harvested.   This  entire  Item  seems 
1Q   simplistic.   Each  place  throughout  this  document  where  treatments 
-*—    or  improvements  are  mentioned,  it  makes  no  reference  to  the  source 
>f  funds  or  the  magnitude  of  the  expenditure  envisioned.   Over 
he  past  20  years  woefully  small  amounts  of  funding  have  been 
ivallable,  and  the  likelihood  of  signiglcant  Increase  Is  remote, 
liven  the  fiscal  condition  of  the  federal  government. 
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Page  5-9  -  Wildlife  Habitat  Hiniqeunt  (continued).  In  Itea  1 
under  Alternative  E  what  treatment,  ate  envisioned  to  increaee 
forb  and  shrub  species  throughout  the  entire  area  if  It  It  all 
eventually  considered  crucial  winter  range?  II  these  species 
need  Increasing,  what  effect  has  the  present  high  nuabere  of 
big  gene  inlmli  had  upon  theB?  Will  they  be  Increased  at  the 
sake  of  ell  other  uses7  what  Is  stint  by,  "as  activity  plane 
are  laplevent ed? " 


Uses  that  compete  with  the  butterfly  include  sheep  grazing  and  the 
effect  that  trampling  has  on  the  ova  and  larvae,  any  activity  that 
removes  nectar  sources,  and  birds.  Threats  to  milkvetch 
populations  include  sheep  grazing,  herbicide  treatments,  OHV  use, 
mining  and  wildlife  use. 

Management  prescriptions  to  protect  these  special  resources  are 
found  on  pages  3-103,  3-1 16,  and  3-1 19  of  the  DRMP.  Estimated 
impacts  are  discussed  under  appropriate  headings  under  Chapter 
Four  in  the  DRMP. 

10.  Please  refer  to  Chapter  Four,  Environmental  Consequences,  for  a 
description  of  the  impacts  from  management  of  all  resources  on  all 
other  resources.  The  discussion  of  impacts  of  the  Preferred 
Alternative  begins  on  page  4-55. 

1 1 .  The  BLM  cooperates  with  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  (CDOW) 
in  establishing  long  range  herd  goals  consistent  with  habitat 
capabilities  and  multiple  use  management  mandates.  We  will 
continue  to  participate  in  the  Colorado  Habitat  Partnership  Program 
(HPP),  and  these  goals  will  be  periodically  revisited.  Landowners 
and  ranchers  and  other  publics  will  be  given  the  opportunity  to 
provide  input  into  these  goals. 

12.  The  primary  purpose  in  requiring  watershed  objectives  to  be  met, 
according  to  Table  N-1,  before  new  forage  is  allocated  to  other 
uses  is  to  permit  an  adequate  vegetative  cover  to  be  established 
within  treatments  so  that  soil  erosion  is  minimized  or  prevented. 
The  anticipated  fuels  buildup  from  additional  forage  created  is  not 
expected  to  create  a  significant  fire  hazard. 
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Ql 1  1     Bottomly 

Page  5  -  5/31/91  ,___, 

38 

The  7,122  acres  in  item  2  under  this  alternative,  to  be  ma  .aged 
to  minimize  disturbance  to  bighorn  sheep  and  potential  lambing 
areas  -  What  is  a  "potential  lambing  area?"   Will  all  other 
multiple  uses  be  sacrificed  year  long  for  this  objective?   What 
are  the  bighorn  sheep  populations  in  this  area?   What  Is  their 
historical  pattern  of  use  of  this  area. 

Managing  35  miles  of  riparian  areas  in  E-14  classified  as  saga 
grouse  broodrearing  habitat  to  improve  or  provide  forage  and 
hiding  cover  for  young  chicks  seems  rather  impractical  and 
likely  unnecessary.   What  are  the  historical  numbera  of  grouse 
in  this  area  and  are  the  numbera  stable.  Increasing  or  decreas- 
ing.  What  effect  will  such  management  have  on  other  uses?   Sags 
grouse  have  flourished  under  present  management  practices,  ao 
why  change  thoae  practices?   Who  will  pay  for  proposed  treat- 
ments?  Is  it  really  prudent  to  optimize  sage  grouse  populations 
as  is  herein  proposed  when  optimum  (maximum)  numbers  may  have 
harmful  effects  on  the  habitat  and  on  other  wildlife  epecles7 
Introduction  of  moose  into  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  would 
need  to  be  studied  in  depth  and  all  ramifications  would  need  to 
be  considered.   Moose  are  not  native  to  the  area.   They  can  cause 
substantial  damage  in  the  fragile  riparian  areas.   Noose  have  a 
propenalty  for  traveling  great  distances  and  can  seriously  impact 
ranching  operations  many  miles  away. 

The  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  Section  with  Alternative  E  is  unneces- 
sarily long,  complex,  redundant  and  vague.   Considering  how  the  wild- 
life populations  have  flourished  under  the  current  management  practices, 
why  change  that  proven  management  plan  for  s  plan  with  unknown  capa- 
bilities and  consequences?   Alternative  E  gives  entirely  too  much 
emphasis  in  favor  of  wildlife  at  the  sake  of  other  recognized  important 
uses,  and  this  management  should  be  kept  in  the  balance  provided  by 
continuation  of  current  management. 
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{8)  Page  S-10  -  Fishery  Re 
the  sieaning  of  the  term 
hanceaent  portend  for  o 
sociated  ripa 


■Bj  Itea  1  raises  the  question  as 
enhance  fisheries"?   What  does  en 
uses?   What  ie  the  extent  of  an  a 
a  fishing  streaa?   Projects  for  lis 


iaproveaent  to  be  considered  in  activity  plans  (whatever  this 

aeans)  Bay  unnecessarily  slow  accoapl i shaent  of  such  plans  when 

fishery  iaproveaent  is  not  realistically  viable  in  aany  situation 

where  interaittent  streaas  are  involved. 

Itea  2  under  Alternative  E  calls  for  "intensively  eanage  58  Biles 

of  fishery  streaas"  in  Unit  E-15i  what  does  "intensively  aanage" 

aean  and  what  doee  it  portend  for  other  important  usee? 

Itea  3  calls  eliaination  of  livestock  grazing  in  Willow  Creek  in 

allotaent  6202  to  allow  it  to  recover  by  eliainating  livestock 

grazing.   Does  this  Bean  eliainating  livestock  grazing  in  the 


13.  Please  refer  to  the  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  and  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  sections  in  Standard  Management  for  the 
PRMP,  Chapter  Four,  for  clarification  regarding  allocation  of  new 
available  forage. 

1 4.  Known  raptor  nest  sites,  crucial  big  game  winter  range,  elk  calving 
areas,  and  sage  grouse  leks  and  habitat  have  been  identified  and 
mapped  by  BLM  resource  professionals  and  others  for  the  past  1  5- 
20  years. 

I  5.  Interim  herd  goal  reductions  apply  only  to  elk  and  deer.  Reductions 
would  be  temporary  until  conditions  improve,  then  game  numbers 
would  be  possibly  allowed  to  slowly  increase  to  numbers 
recommended  in  Tables  A-2  or  A-3,  Appendix  A,  of  the  DRMP.  No 
economic  analysis  has  been  completed  regarding  these  reductions 
(please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  8  of  letter  35),  and  this 
action  would  not  adversely  impact  livestock  operations  or  other 
users  or  uses  occurring  in  the  Planning  Area. 

16.  The  BLM  would  continue  to  work  closely  at  all  levels  with  the 
CDOW  (the  ultimate  approving  authority)  regarding  the  reduction 
of  big  game  numbers  in  certain  locations  now  and  in  the  future,  as 
needed. 

17.  An  objective  in  managing  wildlife  habitat  on  public  land  is  to 
provide  and  maintain  good  habitat  conditions,  including  within  the 
recommended  West  Antelope  ACEC.  The  referenced  acquisition 
on  Beaver  Creek  did  not  influence  BLM's  recommendations 
regarding  big  game  wintering  habitat  within  the  ACEC,  or  the 
designation  of  the  ACEC.  A  change  to  the  language  in  the 
referenced  paragraph  in  Table  S-1  has  been  made  to  clarify  that 
land  uses  in  the  recommended  ACEC  would  be  permitted  so  long 
as  degradation  of  winter  ranges  does  not  occur.  Please  refer  to 
Table  1-1,  Page  1-18,  in  the  PRMP  for  the  modified  language. 


18.  Please  refer  to  the  Glossary  in  the  PRMP  or  the  DRMP  for  this 
definition.  In  preparing  an  activity  plan,  all  other  resources  that 
may  be  affected  are  considered  and  evaluated,  as  in  an  Allotment 
Management  Plan  or  recreation  area  management  plan.  In  some 
cases,  other  resources  could  be  constrained  in  some  manner.  The 


P-40 


APPENDIX  P  -  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRMP  AND  BLM  RESPONSES 


hi  1 1     Bottomly 
Pag*    7    -    5/31/9J 


38 


32 
33 

34 
35 


36 


Item  S  attempt*  to  quantify  forage  utiliiation  level*  by  per- 
centage for  uplan*  and  ■Inlaun  stubble  heights  In  riparian 
zone*.   Such  standard!  art  too  simplistic  to  accurately  assess 
us*  in  that  they  fall  to  conelder  type  and  variety  of  planta. 
It  would  sees  that  presently  used  and  accepted  methodology  for 
assessing  rang*  use,  condition  and  trend  over  a  longer  tloie 
frame  vould  be  better  than  the  proposal  in  Item  4. 
(10)  Pag*  S-12  -  Livestock  Grazing  Management.   Item  1  under 

Alternative  E  should  reflect  the  past  situation  that  AHPs/CRMAPs 
preparation  rat*  has  never  yet  net  schedules,  and  given  future 
likely  budget  constraints,  such  future  schedules  are  not  likely 
to  be  achieved . 

Item  3  thereunder  brings  to  Bind  the  fact  that  it  has  never  been 
documented  that  reasonably  managed  livestock  gracing  is  detri- 
mental to  water  *uppli**. 

iten  4  regarding  restriction  of  land  treatments  and  facility 
developments  on  201,644  acre*  and  excluded  on  4,294  acres.   The 
restriction  on  such  vast  acreage  does  not  seen  reasonable,  and 
•ay.  In  fact,  b*  counterproductive  to  the  achievement  of  desired 
objectives.   It  would  seen  wiser  to  maintain  a  higher  degree  of 
flexibility  in  this  matter  than  Item  4  provides. 

item  5  is  unclear  to  this  reader.   What  restriction  is  intended 
and  what  la  the  meaning  of  "...in  addition  to  that  use  restricted 
fro*  utilization  Units..."?   This  item  needs  to  be  rewritten  in 
•ore  under  standable  form. 
Continuation  of  Current  Management  Practice*  in  livestock  grazing 
overall  is  producing  tangible  improvement  in  range  condition.   Over 
the  past  15  to  20  years,  rancher/agency  awareness  and  cooperation 
have  provided  steady  improvement.   while  the  drouth  of  the  past  three 
years  has  perhaps  slowed  this  improvement,  the  upward  trend  of  the 
range  continues  on  most  allot me nt*.   Current  management  practices  have 
provided  for  good  stewardship  of  th«  range  resource  and  is  the  alter- 
native which  should  be  adopted  and  retained.   Alternative  E  contains 
too  many  ambiguous  management  state  me nts  to  serve  as  we  11  as  the 
current  sanage stent. 

(11)  Page  S-15  -  Recreation  Management  -  Item  1  under  Alternative  E 
provides  for  the  acquisiton  of  40  acres  of  non-federal  lands. 
Government  entities  presently  own  about  85*  of  all  the  land  in 
Gunnison  County.   I  *trongly  oppose  BLM  acquisition  of  any  more 
private  land*. 

Item  3  *ays,  "The  remainder  of  the  Planning  Area  would  be  managed 
for  extensive  recreation  us*,  within  the  Gunnison  EP.MA."   Doe* 
this  mean  all  BLM  lands  in  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area?   What  does 
managing  for  extensive  recreation  use  entail?   Could  it  not  con- 
flict with  other  uses  *uch  a*  riparian  management,  wild  life  and 
fi*h  propagation  and  grazing  use? 


elimination  of  competitive  uses  is  not  implied  in  the  referenced 
language. 

19.  Although  BLM  does  not  have  control  over  sage  grouse  harvests, 
we  do  have  the  management  responsibility  for  a  great  deal  of 
grouse  habitat.  As  habitat  conditions  improve  and  increase  (which 
may  not  require  a  large  outlay  of  capital,  but  rather  a  modification 
of  management  practices),  so  should  grouse  populations,  which 
should  result  in  an  increased  harvest.  In  the  judgement  of  BLM,  the 
public  lands  could  support  approximately  9,000  sage  grouse. 

20.  Possible  techniques  to  increase  forb  and  shrub  species  include 
planting  seedlings,  managing  game  distribution,  implementing 
vegetation  treatments,  and  improved  grazing  systems. 

The  effects  of  big  game  utilization  on  winter  ranges  on  public  lands 
has  varied  throughout  the  resource  area.  Monitoring  studies 
conducted  over  the  past  8-9  years  show  that,  on  the  majority  of 
BLM  winter  ranges,  use  levels  have  been  within  proper  use  levels. 
However,  the  plants  in  some  locations  do  show  that  at  one  time 
use  levels  were  much  higher  than  in  the  past  eight  years,  or  those 
of  today.  This  use  may  have  occurred  during  the  1 960s  when  deer 
populations  in  the  valley  were  extremely  high.  Under  existing  range 
conditions,  and  with  elk  numbers  maintained  at  around  4,700,  and 
with  deer  numbers  maintained  at  8,830  or  less  in  the  long-term, 
(approximate  1985  levels),  the  carrying  capacity  for  public  winter 
ranges  could  be  maintained. 

Increases  in  forb  and  shrub  species  will  not  occur  at  the  sake  of  all 
other  uses. 


If  appropriate  and  feasible,  activity  plans  of  all  kinds  will  consider 
opportunities  to  increase  shrub  and  forb  species  on  crucial  big 
game  ranges.  Often,  measures  can  be  designed  so  that  more  than 
one  resource  benefits.  Many  times  costs  can  be  shared. 
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entire  allot me nt?   Such  a  plan  assumes  the  livestock  grazing  is 
the  cause  of  the  condition)  ttas  this  been  confirmed?   Are  there 
other  causes?   Can  the  area  recover  if  grazing  is  permitted? 
Livestock  furnish  valuable  feed  for  fish  and  consequently  fish 
will  suffer  from  livestock  removal.   What  effect  will  big  game 
have  on  recovery  of  the  area? 

Item  4  mentions  that  "compatible  project*  permitted  in  Unit 
E-2".   What  1*  *  compatible  project7   Compatible  to  what7 
This  is  unclear. 
Alternative  E  in  Fishery  Resources  Is  ambiguous  and  will  not  serve 
the  situation  as  well  a*  will  continuation  of  the  current  manage- 
ment practice*. 
9)  Page  S-10  -  Livestock  Grazing  Management.   Under  Item  1  of 

Alternative  E,  what  and  where  at  the  6,767  suitable  acres  not 
available  for  grazing  and  the  46,200  suitable  acres  not  avail- 
able for  grazing  a*  let  out  in  Alternative  A.   Have  the  full 
'  social  and  economic  ispact*  of  not  having  suitable  land  avail- 
able for  grazing  been  properly  studied  and  evaluated?   Have 
these  Impact*  previously  received  wide  public  scrutiny? 

In  Item  2  It  mention*  some  management  unit*  to  modify  existing 
allocation*  to  resolve  reaourc*  conflict*.   This  is  most  unclear. 
Does  this  mean  that  in  the  event  of  a  conflict  between  different 
uses,  livestock  gr*zing  will  in  each  conflict  see  Its  alloca- 
tion raduced?   This  file*  in  the  fact  of  the  multiple  use  concept. 
what  i*  the  meaning  of  "Livestock  allocation*  could  be  modified 
further  if  studies  or  data  indicate  change*  are  necessary"? 
The  us*  of  the  word,  "further"  implie*  th*t  allocation  modifi- 
cations (downward)  are  already  contemplated.   Th  i  s  entire  itea 
is  ambiguous.   It  carries  the  implication  of  the  possibility  of 
decisions  being  based  on  self- serving  studies  and  data  use,  with 
highly  subjective  determination*.    It  provide*  a  potential  frame- 
work for  possible  elimination  of  grazing  in  many  situations. 

In  It«m  3,  what  ar*  "watershed  objectives"?  what  1*  "new*  forage? 
Doe*  this  mean  new  growth?  If  a  range  1*  improving  and  additional 
available  forage  result*,  does  this  mean  that  livestock  cannot  use 
it,  that  it  Is  committed  to  watershed  objective*?  This  item  could 
also  be  used  in  an  arbitrary,  subjective  manner  to  eliminate  or 
reduce  g  razing  when  the  forage  resource  condition  does  not  warrant 
such  action. 

In  Item  4  does  a  cooperative  noxiou*  weed  control  program  envision 
only  livestock  operator*  and  BLM  participation.   Will  the  DOW  pay 
a  fair  share  based  on  benefits  to  be  received  by  wildlife?   Will 
other  governmental  units  be  required  to  pay  a  portion  of  the  costs. 
Certainly,  livestock  have  contributed  very  little  in  causing  the 
bad  noxious  weed  situation  which  exists  today. 


21.  Potential  lambing  areas  are  those  locations  within  bighorn  sheep 
ranges  that  have  physical  characteristics  that  bighorn  sheep  need 
or  depend  upon  for  lambing,  but  have  not  yet  been  identified,  or 
those  that  could  be  used  in  the  future  if  sheep  populations 
increase.  Please  refer  to  Chapter  Two,  Affected  Environment,  for 
descriptive  information  regarding  bighorn  sheep  and  their  habitat, 
and  to  Chapter  Four,  Environmental  Consequences,  for  a 
description  of  the  effects  upon  other  resources  from  bighorn  sheep 
management. 

22.  Answers  to  your  questions  can  be  found  on  pages  2-26,  3-1  22,  4- 
61 ,  and  Appendix  A  of  the  DRMP.  Some  treatments  could  be  cost 
shared;  others  would  be  funded  by  wildlife,  and  possibly  volunteer 
or  other  assistance  would  be  used. 

23.  Please  refer  to  the  prescription  for  Management  Unit  2  in  the  PRMP 
for  information  on  introducing  moose  into  the  referenced  area. 

24.  To  "enhance  fisheries"  is  to  improve  the  stream  habitat  for  the 
target  fish  species. 

A  stream  that  is  enhanced  to  a  point  near  its  potential  condition 
would  be  expected  to  produce  an  amount  of  fish  (number  or 
pounds)  at  or  near  the  amount  it  is  potentially  capable  of.  The 
riparian  area  associated  with  such  a  stream  would  be  in  a  condition 
such  that  soil  erosion  would  not  be  accelerated  and  forage 
production  for  wildlife  and  livestock  would  be  near  what  those 
sites  are  capable  of. 


A  fishery  stream  is  most  directly  influenced  by  the  riparian  area 
adjacent  to  the  stream,  but  fish  habitat  is  also  very  much 
influenced  by  the  condition  of  the  riparian  areas  of  the  entire 
stream,  including  the  intermittent  head-water  portions  and 
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(12)  Page  S-19  -  Acquisition  Of  Non-Federal  Lands.   Alternative  E 
provides  for  acquisition  of  certain  private  parcels,  which 
acquisition  this  writer  strongly  opposes.   Accordingly,  the 
lesser  evil  of  the,  alternatives  offered  is  Alternative  A, 
which  I  recommend . 

(13)  Page  S-33  -  Areas  of  Critical  Environment  Concern.   I  do  not 
agree  that  West  Antelope  Creek  is  properly  designated  as  such. 
Accordingly,  I  recommend  that  it  either  be  dropped  fro*  Alterna- 
tive E  or  that  Alternative  A  be  adopted. 

(14)  Page  1-5  -  Topics  Not  Addresaed  Id  The  THP/EIS  are  Identified 
below  along  with  rationale  for  not  addressing  then.   What  follows 
on  the  next  page  does  not  sees  to  be  those  topics  and  rationale? 
What  ere  these  topics? 

(15)  -  Page  1-6  -  Entitled  "Chapter  1"  seems  out  of  place  having 
page  1-5  entitled  "Introduction"  followed  by  page  1-7  entitled 
•Introduction*.   This  destroys  the  continuity  of  the  report  and 
adds  to  its  confusion.   On  Page  1-6,  C,  In  Planning  Criteria, 
maintaining  erosion  condition  class  of  alight/moderate,  etc., 
exact  soil  composition  in  an  area  must  be  considered  along  with 
the  gradient  slope  of  that  riparian  area  and  the  character  of  the 
area  which  it  drains.   Mountain  cloud  bursts  can  badly  erode  any 
steep  riparian  area  serving  a  large  steep  drainage  area  with  soils 
tending  on  the  impervious  side.   Big  game  use  in  riparian  areas 
must  be  considered,  and  responsibility  should  oot  be  ascribed 
solely  to  livestock. 

On  Issue  4,  the  issue  should  be  restated  to  include  all  multiple 
uses  and  their  importance  to  loci  economies  (not  just  recreation 
and  tourism).  All  uses  have  a  strong  inter-relation.   For  instance 
big  game  are  highly  dependent  on  feed  on  private  ranch  lands 
during  the  critical  winter  months.   The  tourists  and  recreationa- 
lists  love  the  green  meadows,  operated  and  sustained  by  the 
rancher's  efforts.   When  livestock  grazing  on  federal  lands  is 
reduced,  or  otherwise  imp acted,  it  lessens  the  ranchers'  ability 
to  provide  big  game  feed  and  retain  manicured  meadows.    Ranching 
makes  its  contribution  year  around  while  tourism  and  recreation 
tend  to  be  concentrated  in  short  seasons.   All  public  land  uaes 
provide  important  contributions  to  the  social -economic  fabric 
of  this  area  which  has  evolved  over  a  long  per  iod  of  time . 
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tributaries.  Documented  cases  exist  that  demonstrate  that  fisheries 
have  been  restored  in  intermittent  streams  that  became 
perennially-flowing  after  improvements  to  the  riparian  zone. 

25.  Intensive  management  of  fishery  streams  is  the  action  needed  to 
improve  or  maintain  these  streams  in  an  acceptable  condition  (near 
the  potential  condition).  Intensive  management  may  also  mean  an 
improvement  in  recreational  opportunities  and  additional  forage  for 
livestock  and  wildlife. 

26.  Livestock  grazing  management  language  for  Management  Unit  7, 
proposed  West  Antelope  Creek  ACEC,  is  clarified  in  the  PRMP. 
Livestock  grazing  would  be  excluded  only  from  the  North  Willow 
Creek  riparian  zone  of  Stevens  Creek  Common  Allotment  (6202), 
and  when  riparian  conditions  have  improved  sufficiently,  grazing 
would  be  authorized.  Please  refer  to  the  prescription  for  unit  7  in 
Chapter  Four  of  the  PRMP. 

27.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  this  letter. 

28.  A  description  of  the  areas  and  the  6,757  acres  in  various 
management  units  that  would  not  be  available  for  livestock  grazing 
in  Alternative  E,  along  with  rationale  for  their  not  being  available, 
can  be  found  in  Chapter  Four,  beginning  on  page  4-66,  IMPACTS 
ON  LIVESTOCK  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT,  in  the  DRMP.  The 
6,757  acres  that  would  not  be  available  are  also  discussed  in  the 
description  of  Alternative  E  in  Chapter  Three  of  the  DRMP. 
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(17)  Page  2-17  -  Under  riparian  tones.  It  mentions  that  cattle  spend 
a  disproportionate  amount  of  time  in  riparian  areas,  failing  to 
mention  that  big  game,  likewise,  spend  a  disproportionate  amount 
of  time  in  those  areas.   It  also  ascribes  over  use  by  livestock 
(without  placing  any  responsibility  on  big  game)  and  physical 
damage  to  roads  as  lowering  the  vegetative  and  hydrologlcal 
condition  and  the  value  of  riparian  areas.   All  factora  af- 
fecting riparian  condition  should  be  fairly  presented  in  this 


(18)  Page  2-23  -  This  indicates  that  elk  numbers 
creased  since  the  1950's.   In  fact  elk  numbe 
spectacular  increase,  being  the  highest  in  r 
far  exceeding  the  ability,  year  in  and  year 
habitat  to  sustain  them.   Burgeoning  numbe 
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be  pressured  to  reduce  present  big  game  nunbers  to  a  realistically 
sustainable  number  and  bring  herd  objective  numbers  down  to  that 
same  level.   Pre  sent  big  game  management  will  prove  unfair  to  the 
animals  themselves,  and  grossly  unjust  to  the  private  property 
owners  whose  standing  feed  and  hay  the  big  game  Is  becoming  more 
and  more  dependent  upon  during  the  winter  season  when  the  big 
game  feed  demand  has  outstripped  their  winter  habitat. 
It  is  realized  that  the  DOW  manages  the  wildlife  and  the  BLM 
has  no  authority  to  dictate  numbers  to  the  DON.   Still  the  BLM 
has  no  obligation  to  give  la  "blindly"  to  the  DOW  when  the  BLM 
furnishes  so  much  of  the  resource  to  the  DOW  free  of  charge- 
The  BLM  seems  almost  captive  to  DOW  policy  and  in  the  interests 
of  better  management  of  the  federal  lands  the  BLM  should  act 
■ore  independently  of  the  DOW  and  ehould  become  more  assertive 
about  big  game  numbers.   This  document  in  many  ways  seems  unduly 
slanted  to  wildlife  and  other  multiple  uses. 

Please  note  per  Table  2-17  on  Page  2-24  private  land  owners  are 
furnishing  40%  of  the  deer  wintering  habitat  and  25%  of  the  elk 
wintering  habitat,  all  without  compensation,  unlees  damages  can 
be  proven  according  to  strict  procedural  guidelines.   This 
writer  believes  that,  as  of  recently,  these  percentages  are 
understated,  and  will  be  more  grossly  understated  unless  numbers 
are  reduced.   Furnishing  so  much  big  game  habitat  without  charge 
impacts  economic  viability  of  the  ranching  community  in  a  serious, 
threatening  way. 


In  Alternative  A  (Continuation  of  Current  Management),  the  lands 
suitable  for  grazing  that  are  not  available  for  grazing  include  Elk 
Pasture  (on  The  Lake  Fork  of  The  Gunnison  River),  Red  Creek  and 
East  Elk  Creek  (below  the  Sapinero  State  Wildlife  Area),  North 
Beaver  Creek  (above  the  Gunnison  Wildlife  Area),  a  portion  of  West 
Antelope  Creek,  Wildcat  Creek  drainage  near  Crested  Butte, 
Sapinero  State  Wildlife  Area,  and  the  Gunnison  Wildlife 
Management  Area.  In  the  PRMP,  please  refer  to  the  first  paragraph 
of  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management  section  of  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT,  Chapter  Four,  for  revised  language  regarding  lands 
unsuitable  or  unavailable  for  livestock  grazing. 

29.  Recommendations  in  the  DRMP  and  PRMP  to  modify  how  grazing 
is  currently  managed  in  some  Management  Units  do  not  mean  that 
livestock  forage  allocations  would  be  recommended  each  time  a 
conflict  between  uses  occurs.  The  statement  regarding  further 
modification  of  livestock  allocations  means  that,  if  monitoring  or 
studies  indicate  the  necessity  to  change  how  grazing  is  occurring 
in  a  unit,  such  changes  would  be  made.  This  is  a  standard 
operating  procedure  that  would  be  implemented  according  to 
existing  policy  and  regulations,  and  with  full  consultation, 
cooperation,  and  coordination  with  applicable  parties.  See  the  first 
paragraph  of  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management  section  of 
STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  in  Chapter  Four,  and  item  4.  under  the 
subheading  "Grazing  Administration"\t\  the  PRMP,  for  revised 
language  regarding  adjustments  in  forage  allocations. 

30.  The  term  "watershed  objectives"  in  the  context  of  allocating 
forage,  or  vegetative  resources,  means  the  percent  of  vegetative 
cover  that  would  have  to  be  established  and  in  place  on  various 
ecological  sites  before  any  forage  could  be  allocated  for  livestock 
(or  wildlife)  objectives,  such  as  to  reactivate  suspended  AUMs. 
"Watershed  objectives"  are  expressed  in  terms  of  percent  basal 
vegetation  cover  and  are  used  to  determine  the  potential  for  soil 
erosion  (eg.  the  higher  the  percentage  of  basal  cover,  the  lower  the 
potential  for  soil  erosion).  Please  see  Appendix  N  in  the  PRMP  for 
the  general  percent  of  cover  that  would  be  required  to  meet 
watershed  objectives  on  various  ecological  sites  in  the  Planning 
Area,  before  new  available  forage  could  be  allocated  for  other 
uses.  Also,  a  reference  to  Appendix  N  can  be  found  on  pages  4-5 
and  4-9  in  the  PRMP,  under  the  subheadings  "Wildlife  Habitat 
Management"  and  " Range  Improvements" . 
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On  this  same  page  the  general  condition  of  winter  browse  species 
in  various  areas  is  set  out.   Must  not  all-time  record  numbers 
of  big  game  bear  substantial  responsibility  for  these  conditions, 
rather  than  blaming  livestock  grazing  as  this  report  does  on 
Page  2-25  when  it  discusses  riparian  conditions.   Certainly  the 
big  game  graze  these  areas  in  early  spring  when  the  plants  are 
nost  fragile  and  subject  to  damage. 

Relative  to  the  Big  Horn  sheep  in  the  Cebolla  Creek  area,  all 
of  the  efforts  to  date  would  rate  no  more  than  a  grade  of  0  - 
based  on  ten  survivors  in  the  herd.   Also  per  Table  2-19  on  Page 
2-25  populations  are  primarily  declining.   It's  far  fetched  to 
attribute  this  to  habitat  condition.   When  will  the  next  Pasturella 
outbreak  hit?   Or  will  it  be  lung  worms? 

(19)  Page  2-26  -  Why  ia  the  condition  of  the  antelope  habitat  based 
on  a  1978  range  survey?   Regarding  sage  grouse,  wherein  the 
report  states  that  numbers  have  increased  above  the  mid-1960's 
numbers  but  still  remain  well  below  their  potential.   What  are  the 
historical  numbers  that  such  a  general,  un  suppor  ted  statement  is 
based  upon.   Who  determines  the  realistic,  desireable  potential 
and  what  is  it?   A  lot  of  experience  shows  that  sage  brush  treat- 
ments enhance  sage  grouse  popu lations  and  this  writer  sees  more 
sage  grouse  in  areas  of  regular  livestock  grazing  than  others. 
Frankly,  the  vagarities  of  the  weather  and  predator  concentrations 
have  a  greater  affect  on  sage  grouse  numbers  than  does  the  habitat 
or  hunting  pressure.   There  is  so  much  good  sage  grouse  habitat 
now  that  it  is  not  realistic  to  call  for  additional  measures  or 
use  changes  in  a  futile  effort  to  further  increase  sage  grouse 
numbers. 

(20)  Page  2-26  -  Fishery  Resources  -  It  is  this  writer's  personal 
observation  that  certain  of  the  streams  listed  in  Table  2-20 

at  times  have  undergone  intermittent  flows  or  dried  up  completely, 
and  that  those  streams  are  not  viable  fishing  streams. 

(21)  Page  2-28  -  Livestock  Grazing  Management.   This  writer  personally 
recalls  the  process  of  evolution  of  the  June  1981  EIS  and  the 
countless  manhours  and  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  (ex- 
pended by  both  the  BLM  and  affected  parties).   What  a  waste  and 
exercise  in  futility  it  was!   Realism  was  set  aside  in  the  quest 
for  the  process  and  the  documents.    For  instance,  to  date  only 

28  AMP's  have  been  implemented  out  of  146  grazing  allotments. 
(Now,  this  document  envisions  comple  tion  of  only  one  to  two 
AMP ' s  per  year  .  ) 
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first  sentence  of  the  paragraph  "...public  lands  resources 
would  be  managed  to  provide  for  both  production  or  develop- 
ment and  for  conservation  or  protection,"  how  can  limiting 
certain  specified  uses  be  consistent  therewith?   This  place- 
ment of  stipulations  and  limitations  on  mineral  leasing.  OHV 
use  and  livestock  grazing  seems  but  a  thinly  veiled  disguise 
to  possibly  be  used  in  almost  every  situation  as  a  pretext 
to  curtail  these  uses.   In  the  last  sentence  of  the  paragraph 
It  appears  to  prioritize  conservation/protection  over  production 
and  development,  making  this  inconsistent  with  the  first  sentence 
of  the  paragraph  which  tells  how  resources  would  be  managed. 

How  can  this  preferred  alternative  be  wisely  used  and  applied 
when  within  its  own  definition  and  description,  discrepancies 
exist?  Certainly,  this  alternative  bears  deeper  scrutiny  and 
these  aforementioned  inconsistencies  must  be  reconciled. 

(23)  Page  3-2,  the  last  sentence  in  the  first  column  states,  "There- 
fore, no  ranking  order  of  resources  was  developed."   This  is  in 
conflict  with  what  was  previously  set  out  on  Page  3-2  in  the  dis- 
cussion of  alternative  E  wherein  "stipulations  and  limitations 

on  uses  such  as  mineral  leasing,  OHV  use  and  livestock  grazing" 
would  be  placed.   This  further  illustrates  the  inconsistencies 
inherent  in  the  definition  and  description  of  Alternative  E 
and  in  any  implementation  of  its  use. 

(24)  Page  3-3  -  Alternative  A.   This  alternative  has  worked  well 
in  the  past,  provides  more  management  flexibility,  is  better 
understood  because  of  its  past  use  and  allows  broader  over- 
sight as  opposed  to  Alternative  E.   It  is  obvious  that  no 
agency  would  want  to  spend  the  kind  of  time  and  money  required 
by  this  report  and  come  up  with  the  fact  that  they  could  not 
improve  on  present  practice,  but  as  far  as  the  alternatives 
set  out  herein,  including  Alternative  E,  such  seems  exactly 

to  be  the  case.  However,  even  under  Alternative  A,  big  game 
numbers  need  to  be  curtailed  and  habitat  management  needs  to 
reflect  such  a  curtailment. 


In 
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ter  supports  Alternative  A  over  Alternative  E. 
Further,  the  many  long  hours  which  this  writer  has  spent  studying  thi 
document  compels  him  to  send  on  the  following  comments  relative  to  it 
(1)  It  is  unduly  long,  complicated,  repetitive  and  ambiguous 
to  the  extent  that  it  is  confusing  to  such  a  degree  that 
it  discourages  reader  participation  and  understanding, 
and  leads  one  to  believe  that  more  emphasis  may  have  been 
placed  upon  the  process  itself  than  on  practical  conclusions 
of  further  management  practices.   One  must  wonder  if  the  al- 
ternatives were  not  pretty  much  decided  "early  in  the  game" 
and  if  the  report  was  then  not  subsequently  written  as 
justification  for  such  decision. 


Forage  occurring  as  a  result  of  natural  causes  or  changes  in  grazing 
systems  or  other  sources,  for  instance  from  non-use  in  an  area, 
would  not  be  considered  new  forage.  Utilization  of  this  forage 
would  be  according  to  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management  section 
of  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  and  individual  Management  Unit 
prescriptions  in  the  PRMP. 

31.  An  effective  noxious  weed  control  program  should,  optimally, 
include  participation  from  all  parties  who  might  be  impacted  from 
these  plants,  and  who  would  benefit  from  a  control  program.  Exact 
details  on  sharing  the  financial  or  operational  burdens  are  not 
known  at  this  time. 

32.  The  concept  that  forage  plants,  most  importantly  grasses,  are  best 
managed  if  the  utilization  levels  are  moderate  or  less  is  well 
documented.  The  BLM  uses  40-60%  as  the  range  for  moderate 
utilization.  The  objective  of  the  moderate  level  of  utilization  is  to 
maintain  the  forage  plants  in  acceptable  vigor  for  sustained  yield 
and  to  maintain  cover  to  prevent  soil  erosion.  By  using  forage 
grasses  to  no  more  than  moderate  use  levels  it  can  be  expected 
that  the  trend  of  the  ecological  condition  of  rangelands  would  be 
static  to  upward. 

In  several  places  throughout  the  western  states,  managers  that 
have  been  successful  in  improving  riparian  areas  and  maintaining 
those  in  good  condition  are  recommending  that  utilization  by 
livestock  and  wildlife  to  be  limited  in  some  manner,  and  more 
recently,  minimum  stubble  heights  have  been  recommended.  By 
leaving  a  stubble  of  2  1/2  inches  the  vigor  and  associated  forage 
production  of  grasses  can  be  increased  and  sustained.  More 
importantly,  riparian  areas  would  be  able  to  function  hydrologically 
to  the  benefit  of  land  users,  that  is,  runoff  would  be  captured  and 
stored  in  riparian  aquifers  rather  than  continue  downstream.  The 
production  of  riparian  plants  to  provide  livestock  and  wildlife  forage 
as  well  as  other  uses  would  be  greatly  enhanced.  Without  proper 
utilization  levels  and  minimum  stubble  heights,  riparian  areas  would 
remain  below  their  potential  to  provide  important  renewable 
resources  that  many  people  depend  upon.  Moreover,  continuing 
degradation  could  result  in  a  loss  of  dollars  and  energy. 

33.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  9  of  letter  35,  and  to 
page  3-3  of  the  DRMP  for  discussions  of  budget  needs  to 
implement  the  referenced  actions.  The  increase  mentioned  on  page 
3-3  of  the  DRMP  would  apply  to  the  PRMP  as  well.  Please  also 
refer  to  the  discussion  of  activity  plans  under  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  in  the  STANDARD  MANAGEMENTsection  of  Chapter 
Four  in  the  PRMP. 

34.  The  restrictions  on  range  treatments  or  projects  mentioned  in  Table 
S-1,  page  S-12  under  the  Preferred  Alternative  column,  are  not 
exclusions  of  treatments.  Some  examples  of  these  restrictions  are 

(1)  the  requirement  that  plans  for  surface  disturbing  activities 
contain  measures  designed  to  minimize  negative  effects  to 
adjacent  recreation,  fisheries,  and  riparian  values  (unit  E-1 ,  95,350 
acres);  and 

(2)  the  requirement  that  vegetative  or  land  treatments  be 
compatible  with  the  objectives  of  managing  the  Powderhorn 
Primitive  Area  SRMA  (unit  E-2,  47,745  acres);  and 

(3)  the  requirement  that  livestock  management  projects  would 
have  to  be  compatible  with,  and  not  conflict  with,  the  capabilities 
of  the  resources  to  support  wintering  populations  of  elk,  deer,  and 
bighorn  sheep  in  the  West  antelope  Creek  ACEC  recommended  in 
unit  E-7. 
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12)    The  writer  cannot  help  but  ponder  the  thousands  of  man- 
hours  and  hundreds  of  thousands  of  dollars  which  were 
expended  in  the  preparation,  printing  and  distribution 
of  this  report  and  wonder  aloud  if  such  efforts  and  money 
would  not  have  been  better  spent  on  tangible  and  physical 
improvements  to  the  subject  lands.   The  same  comments 
were  made  some  10-12  years  ago  relative  to  the  EIS  which 
was  prepared  for  this  area  at  that  time  and  most  observers 
will  freely  say  that  money  and  time  spent  on  that  document 
was  pretty  much  wasted  when  compared  with  the  benefits 
they  would  have  wrought  had  they  been  spent  directly  on 
the  resources  in  the  area. 


Respectfully  submitted. 


Mki 


\-,nl7t.    <Fl^l^ 


Kenneth    p.    Ochs 


Other  restrictions  can  be  found  in  the  prescriptions  for  units  E-10 
through  E-1  5. 

35.  The  referenced  language  in  the  DRMP  was  indeed  confusing  and 
has  been  revised  in  the  PRMP.  The  restrictions  on  livestock  use 
that  the  paragraph  refers  to  include  changes  that  would  be 
implemented  in  various  management  units  (units  1,  2,  3,  4,  5,  10, 
14,  and  15),  such  as,  a  requirement  that  livestock  grazing  be 
compatible  with  management  unit  objectives,  seasonal  limitations 
on  grazing  or  changes  in  the  kind  of  livestock  authorized.  The 
restrictions  referred  to  include  changes  in  how  grazing  is  currently 
administered,  and  do  not  include  range  treatment  restrictions  or 
exclusions,  or  actions  that  would  possibly  result  in  a  reduction  in 
AUMs. 


36.  Please  see  the  discussion  on  page  2-33  of  the  DRMP  for 
information  on  the  Gunnison  ERMA.  The  Supplemental  Program 
Guidance  (BLM  Manual  1623.4)  requires  that  all  public  lands 
administered  by  BLM  be  classified  for  "special"  or  "extensive" 
recreation  management.  Historically,  all  public  lands  were  managed 
as  de  facto  ERMAs,  and  in  fact,  it  is  the  type  of  recreation  most 
closely  associated  with  the  public  lands  (see  page  2-31  of  the 
DRMP  for  a  definition  of  "extensive"  recreation.  It  is  not 
anticipated  that  providing  for  recreation  on  public  lands  in  the 
ERMA  would,  to  a  significant  degree,  impact  any  other  uses. 

37.  The  topics  on  page  1-6  of  the  DRMP  are  the  Planning  Issues  and 
Criteria  that  are  referenced  in  the  second  paragraph  of  page  1-5. 
See  the  top  of  page  1-7,  Chapter  One,  DRMP,  in  the  left-hand 
column  for  the  continuation  of  the  section  titled  "TOPICS  NOT 
ADDRESSED  IN  THE  RMP/EIS". 

38.  Throughout  the  DRMP,  chapter  numbers,  such  as  "CHAPTER 
ONE",  appear  at  the  top  of  all  odd-numbered  pages;  Chapter 
content,  such  as  "INTRODUCTION",  appears  at  the  top  of  all  even- 
numbered  pages,  for  continuity.  This  is  standard  for  documents  of 
this  type. 

39.  The  slight/moderate  erosion  condition  class  is  determined  by  both 
soil  and  vegetation  factors.  Presently,  there  is  no  classification  for 
riparian  areas,  so  the  reference  made  on  page  1  -6,  Planning  Criteria 
1-C,  pertains  to  uplands  only. 

40.  Consideration  was  given  to  modifying  the  language  in  Issue  4, 
page  1-6,  DRMP,  to  include  all  multiple  uses,  other  single  uses  or 
resources,  or  combinations  of  several  resources  or  uses  occurring 
on  public  lands.  All  uses  occurring  on  public  lands  are  included  in 
the  Issue,  in  that  they  were  all  addressed  indirectly  in  resolving  the 
Issue(s)  in  the  various  alternatives.  The  BLM  agrees  that  all  uses 
occurring  on  public  lands,  including  wildlife  habitat  and  livestock 
grazing  management,  provide  important  contributions  to  the  social 
and  economic  fabric  within  the  Planning  Area.  Alternative  C  in  the 
DRMP  especially  recognizes  this  contribution,  as  do  the  other 
alternatives.  Issue  4  is  relevant  in  the  DRMP  because  of  the 
importance  of  tourism,  travel,  and  related  economic  and  social 
factors  occurring  in  the  Planning  Area.  Ranching  is  a  grass-roots 
industry  in  the  Planning  Area,  to  be  sure.  The  continuation  of  this 
industry  on  public  lands  is  important  to  ranchers,  BLM,  and  the 
general  public.  Much  of  the  recreation  setting  referred  to  in  the 
Issue  that  the  general  public  sees  are  the  landscapes  in  the 
Planning  Area.  Public  lands  used  for  livestock  grazing,  and  ranches 
and  farms  are  a  major  part  of  most  landscapes  in  the  Planning 
Area.  The  long-term  benefit  to,  and  improvement  that  is 
anticipated  in  livestock  forage  conditions,  vigor,  and  distribution  , 
and  the  anticipated  improvements  in  forage  quality  and  quantity  on 
public  lands  in  the  Planning  Area  (see  page  4-68,  DRMP)  as  a 
result  of  implementing  the  PRMP  would  not  be  changed  by  the 
modification  of  language  in  Issue  4. 
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41.  The  comment  refers  to  language  in  the  bottom  two  paragraphs, 
left-hand  column,  page  2-13,  DRMP,  in  the  Surface  Water  Quality 
section  of  WATER  RESOURCES. 

Overgrazing  by  livestock  in  riparian  zones  is  a  common  and 
surface-disturbing  activity  in  these  areas.  Other  activities 
potentially  impacting  riparian  zones  such  as  roads,  water 
developments,  mining,  timber  harvesting,  and  off-road  vehicle  use 
are  discussed  elsewhere  in  the  Surface  Water  Quality  section  on 
page  2-1  3  of  the  DRMP.  Natural  wildfires  do  not  commonly  cause 
significant  impacts  to  healthy  riparian  zones. 

Rangeland  monitoring  studies  conducted  over  the  past  5  years 
indicate  that,  while  big  game  do  utilize  riparian  areas,  the  time  big 
game  spend  in  riparian  areas  and  the  total  forage  consumed  is 
typically  small  when  compared  to  cattle.  Damage  to  riparian  areas 
caused  by  roads,  while  significant  in  some  areas,  is  far  less 
widespread  than  damage  caused  by  the  heavy  or  severe  overuse 
by  cattle. 

42.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1 1  of  this  letter. 

43.  Please  see  the  response  to  comments  1 1  and  20  of  this  letter. 

44  and  45.  Regarding  the  1978  range  surveys,  this  is  the  latest 
information  available  regarding  conditions  of  range  lands. 

Please  see  the  response  to  comment  5  of  this  letter  regarding  sage 
grouse  information. 

46  and  47.  The  term  "production/development"  refers  to  those  uses 
such  as  development  of  mineral  leases,  OHV  use,  livestock 
grazing,  timber  harvesting,  and  mining;  these  are  commonly 
referred  to  as  commodity  uses.  It  is  standard  practice,  and  has 
been  for  many  years,  to  mitigate  impacts  associated  with 
commodity  uses  by  stipulating  limitations  on  these  uses  (eg. 
seasonal  closures  for  oil  and  gas  activities  to  protect  wildlife, 
limiting  OHV  use  to  designated  roads  to  reduce  soil  erosion,  and 
developing  grazing  systems  to  restore  plant  vigor  and  increase 
vegetation  cover.  Also,  through  the  RMP  process,  BLM  attempts 
to  balance  the  conflicting  mandates  of  multiple  use  with  the  wants 
and  needs  of  the  various  user  groups  and  the  general  public. 

Because  management  themes  and  emphasis  in  Alternative  E  (in  the 
DRMP)  and  the  PRMP  vary  from  unit  to  unit,  an  overall  resource 
ranking  was  not  deemed  appropriate. 
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Erich  Hill  5-26-91 

P.O.  Box  731 
Vail,  CO   81658 

Bill  Bottoraly,  RHP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2805  South  Townsend  Avenue 
Montrose,  CO   81401 

Dear  Sir: 

1  I  am  writing  concerning  the  designation  of  the  Alpine  Triangle, 
East  Gunnison,  Cebolla  Creek  and  West  Antelope  Creek  as  Areas  of 
Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC)  .  They  desperatly  need  this 
to  occur  and  be  part  of  a  wilderness  preservation  strategy. 

The  Alpine  Triangle  is  an  area  that  contains  14, 000  feet  peaks, 
bighorn  sheep  habitat,  rare  butterflies  and  beautiful  river  and 
there  surrounding  lands.  They  need  the  protection  of  the  ACEC 
designation. 

The  East  Gunnison  is  an  area  that  has  been  over  grazed  by  cattle 
and  is  as  critical  habitat  for  elk  and  deer  wintering. 

The  ACEC  designation  would  help  the  bighorn  sheep  become  a  self- 
sustaining  part  of  the  ecology  in  the  Cebolla  Creek  area. 

West  Antelope  Creek  area  is  habitat  for  deer,  elk  and  bighorn 
sheep.  Overgrazing  has  caused  problems  in  this  range  land.  ACEC 
designation  would  result  in  restoration  of  the  natural  condition 
that  should  exist. 

There  are  many  reasons  to  do  this,  but  the  major  reason  is  that  we 
owe  it  to  mother  earth  and  are  own  long  term  survival.  Let  there 
be  wilderness  and  biodiversity.  Thank  you  for  your  time  and  effort 
to  preserve  our  planet  for  all  life. 

Sincerely 


Responses  to  letters  39  and  40 

1 .      See  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  8. 


Erich  HiJl 


W 


Kristan  Pritz  5-28-91 

P.O.  Box  731 
Vail,  CO   81658 

Bill  Bottomly,  RHP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2805  South  Townsend  Avenue 
Montrose,  CO  81401 

Dear  Sir: 

I  am  writing  concerning  the  designation  of  the  Alpine  Triangle, 
East  Gunnison,  Cebol la  Creek  and  West  Antelope  Creek  as  Areas  of 
Critical  Environaer.tal  Concern  (ACEC) .  They  desperatly  need  this 
to  occur  and  be  part  of  a  wilderness  preservation  strategy. 

The  Alpine  Triangle  is  an  area  that  contains  14 , 000  feet  peaks, 
bighorn  sheep  habitat,  rare  butterflies  and  beautiful  river  and 
there  surrounding  lands.  They  need  the  protection  of  the  ACEC 
designation. 

The  East  Gunnison  is  an  area  that  has  been  over  grazed  by  cattle 
and  is  as  critical  habitat  for  elk  and  deer  wintering. 

The  ACEC  designation  would  help  the  bighorn  sheep  become  a  self- 
sustaining  part  of  the  ecology  in  the  Cebolla  Creek  area. 

West  Antelope  Creek  area  is  habitat  for  deer,  elk  and  bighorn 
sheep.  Overgrazing  has  caused  problems  in  this  range  land.  ACEC 
designation  would  result  in  restoration  of  the  natural  condition 
that  should  exist. 

There  are  many  reasons  to  do  this,  but  the  major  reason  is  that  we 
owe  it  to  mother  earth  and  are  own  long  term  survival.  Let  there 
be  wilderness  and  biodiversity.  Thank  you  for  your  time  and  effort 
to  preserve  our  planet  for  all  life. 
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L    RICHARD  BRATTON 

239  WIST  IOWCMI  AVtNUC 

'OKU* 

o^»hson  axofuoo  dzjo 

ITOlWi   >KO 

June    3,    1991 
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Mr.    BUI    Bottoraly 

RHP    Team    Leader 

Bureau    of    Land    Management 

2505    South    Townsend    Avenue 

Montrose,    Colorado      81401 


Re  i 


March    1991    Draft,    Gunnison    Resource    Area, 
Resource    Management    Plan    and    Environmental 
Impart     Statement 


Dear    Mr.    Bottoolyi 

On  Page  D-l  of  the  above-referred  plan  is  Appendix  D  entitled 
'Disposal  Tracts,  Acquisition  Criteria,  Rights -of -Way  Corridors , 
and  Lands  and  Realty",  the  sub-category  on  that  page  is  entitled 
"Alternative  A  Category  I  Disposal  Tracts".  Item  12  thereof  reads 
as    follows! 


"12.   T.  44  M 
66. 56   acres 
■anage." 


,  R.  4  K. ,  Sec.  Hi   Lots  2,  3,  4,  and  7  - 
Irregular   shaped   parcel,   difficult   to 


I  represent  W.  R.  Goddard  who  owns  property  in  the  LakePork 
Ranch  which  adjoins  said  Tract  12.   As  such,  he  is  intimately 
familiar  with  said  Tract  12. 

Mr.  Goddard  had  asked  me    to  advise  you  that  it  is  his  recom- 

I  mend  at  ion  that  you  place  Tract  12  in  a  category  whereby  it  could 
be  disposed  of  by  sale  as  it  has  little.  If  any,  value  to  the 
public.  Although  technically  it  might  be  utill zed  for  access  from 
Highway  149  to  public  lands,  as  a  practical  matter  this  would  be 
virtually  impossible.  The  cost  of  constructing  a  road  would  be 
prohibitive  as  the  terrain  is  steep  and  It  would  require  the 
construction  of  a  bridge  which  would  be  very  expensive.  Foot 
access  is  also  impractical  as  the  Lake  Pork  of  the  Gunnison  River 
would  be  difficult  to  cross  at  all  times  and  lmposs  lble  some 
times,  therefore,  necessitating  the  construction  of  a  bridge  which 
would  be  expensive. 

Very  truly  yours, 


~J- £&*#&*&&<' 


Richard    Bratton 


LRB/la 


w.  R.  Goddard 
Hllliaa  C.  Hall 
Barry  Tollefson 


Response  to  letter  41 

1 .  After  reviewing  the  comment  and  the  tract,  these  lands  have  been 
identified  as  a  Category  One  tract  in  the  PRMP.  In  addition,  the 
tract,  identified  in  the  tract  in  the  Appendix  D,  DRMP,  Alternative 
A  (Continuation  of  Current  Management),  and  totalling  66.58 
acres,  has  been  expanded  to  include  an  additional  nearby  4.39 
acres  in  Sections  11  and  14.  Please  refer  to  Appendix  D  in  the 
PRMP  for  an  updated  list  of  the  Category  One  tracts  for  the  PRMP. 
The  PRMP  map  also  shows  the  location  and  general  configuration 
of  all  category  One  tracts. 
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Jute   3,    1S91 

Mr.  Pill  Bottomly 

RM?  Team  Leader 

ELM 

2ES3   South   Townsend   Av. 

KcitrMi,    CO    BH01 

Dear  Mr.  Bottoolyi 

I  a.  writing  to  comment  on  your  draft  RMP/EIS  for  the  Gunnisca 
Resource  Area. 

I  a.  surprised  you  did  not  include  the  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison 
for  Wild  and  Scenic  river  designation.  I  have  canoed  sections  of 
thi.  river,  ficti  ::i:  :f  -  »-;  ;  ,-  ;.;-..  tizf.'.lT  ._■■  .1: 
segments   of   the  z.    i.  .  :iot      only   ;i   :t   scenic  'and  great 

fishing),  but  it  deserves  Wild  and  Scenic  protection  for  its 
unusual  volcanic  geologic  features,  not  to  mention  the 
Slumgulllon  Slide  area.  1  strongly  encourage  you  to  reconsider 
you  recos»aendation. 

I  also  think  you  have  made  a  major  mistake  by  not  including  the 
Alpine  Triangle,  the  East  Gunnison,  Cebolla  Creek  for  ACE: 
kSi??? iSS.a  i  .kC  b*tt«r  protect  the  outstanding  wildlife 
habitat  found  n  these  areas.  Even  a  novice  can  see  sionificait 
evidence  for  cattle  overgrazing  In  these  areas  at  present  levels 
:f    cattle  allotments. 

I  do  want  to  make  special  note  of  your  proposed  ACEC  designation 
this  SKiSn!   Ant«loP«   Creek  drainage.    I   very  much  approve  cf 

Thank  you  for  your  interest. 


Responses  to  letter  42 

1    and   2.      See   the   responses  to   comments    1    and    2   of  letter   8, 
respectively. 


Sincerely , 
John   H.    Ritchey 


aioccrti] 

4tC- 


£30    Aipecclow 

I.r*Dgo,    CO    61301 
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Response  to  letter  43 

Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


TECK  RESOURCES  INC. 
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Mi  Bill  Botiomly 

RMP  Team  Leader 

U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Townsend  Avenue 

Montrose.  Colorado   81401 

USA. 

Dear  Mr.  Botiomly: 


Re:      Gunnison  Resource  Area 

Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


We  have  reviewed  the  above  referenced  report  and  commend  the  BLM  on  their 
preparation  of  a  substantial  evaluation  of  options  for  the  future  management  of  Federal 
Lands  in  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area.  We  support  the  planning  team  members  in  their 
eiamination  and  evaluation  of  the  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  E)  since  we  view  it 
as  permitting  a  balance  of  environmental  protection,  resource  management  and 
development  to  proceed  in  a  sustainable  and  equitable  fashion.  We  endorse  the  position 
taken  by  the  project  team  that  the  preferred  alternative  "represents  the  mil  and  variety  of 
actions  that  best  resolves  the  issues  and  management  concerns  that  drove  the  preparation 
of  the  RMP/E1SV 

Yours  very  truly, 

TECK  RESOURCES  INC. 


Michel  P  Filion.  P  Eng. 
Director.  Environmental  Affairs 
Teck  Corporation 

MPF-OJI 


Responses  to  letter  44 


P.O.   80.   :«4 

trine    Junction,    CO    B  :  ■  I . 


Jan.    >,     199] 


Bill     Bolto.l. 

RHP    T.ia    Lp.d.r 

Burnag    Of    Und    r1«ft*|*»nt 

:ei:  s.   i«..imi  «... 

rlontro...     CO    Bl'll 

0..r     Bill] 

I    ha. I    r. ......    in.    dr.il    Cunnitoft    It. 

follo.ing    Dritf    cotn.ntt. 


W 


RHP    ft   E1S   *-6 


I    disagree    >il!i    th*    deterai 

-\. -■*$]»  for  Sdijntcon 
■lthout      *     doubt     HI     Of      tht 

possible  to  distinguish  th* 
qualities  Of  th*  *«II«r  tur 
Scenic    Rivtrs    Act    tuggttt    a 


in    that    tht   l*k*    Fork    of    the    6ur.nison    it 
■  ild    and    Scenic    *iv*r.      Tht   lake    Tort    it 
icinic   river*   In   ill    of   Colorado.       It    It   not 
tctnic    qualities    of    the    ri»tr    froa    th*    acinic 
'c.nd.r.g    it.       Th*    guidelines    for    th*    Mild    and 
1    nvtr    corridor    1/4    ail*    in    aidth    b*    *ttablith*d    on 
her    1191    of    the   rjvtr.      For    tht    Lake    Fort    ebov*    Lake    San    Crittobal,    thit 
•Ould    titend    th*   protected    corridor    to    tht    bate    o*     th*   turrounding    valley 
-all*    in    aost    cattt.       Surely,    the    tall**    floor    of    th*   Lake    Fork    possesses 
Out  Standing]  y    reeartebic    tCtrllC    f*atur*t    in    anyonc't    Mlintion. 

I    a*  pleated   to  tupport    tht   tit    ACECs   proposed    in   the  RHP.      Ihe   Mett    Antelopt 
ACEC    it    particularly    laportant    b*cautt    of    itt    taphatit   on    aanageeent    for 
llvini   aildlife  habitat*.      Bin   should   sieilerly   taphatw*   ■lldlife   aanaaeaent 
•0--    the    -inter    ri*qt    on    public    land    ml    of    6unmten,    and    th*    prcf*rr*d 
alternative    thould   b»    revised    aitl    th*    addition    of    th*   East    6unmton    ACEC. 

Thr    Redcloud    Peak    ACEC    it    apparently    designated    only    for    protection    of    the 
butterfly    habitat.       If    Bin    declines    to   rtcoaaend    th*    upper    Lake    Fork    suitable 
for    Mild    and    Scenic    river    designation,    then    th*    Redcloud   Peak    ACEC    should    bt 
eipanded    to    include    the    full    eitent    of    the   Alpmt    ACEC   considtred    in 
Alternative    6.       The   butterfly    habitat    Is    leportant,    but    there    »rt    aany    other 
natural     values    dettr*mg    of    eaphasis    in    this   area    and    the    Alpine    ACEC 
designation    aould  help    to    achieve    those.      Bin   thould    alto    consider    adding    the 
Cebolla    Creek    ACEC    to    its    preferred    alternative    for    protection    of    th*    bighorn 
theap   habitat. 

I  The   entire    Resource   Area    thould    be    li*it*d    to    dctignat*d    roadt    and    trails. 
There   It   no   justification   for   creation  of   nee   ORV   rout*t   anther*    in   the 
Retourc*   Area.      I  have   teen   tiae   and   again  ho>   ORVt    spread   cancerlike    into  any 
*r»»    shire    they    are    not    strictly   prohibited.       Biff    should    gtt    ahead    of    thit 
problta    by    itaediately    liaiting    all    vehicle    ust    to    designated    route*. 


1,  2,  and  3.    See  the  responses  to  comments  1  and  2  of  letter  8,  and 
comment  2  of  letter  12,  respectively. 
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??S1    South    Zar,g    Court 

L.-Vfw.  ■..:■,    Colorado    80228 
Hay    18,     1991 


Bill    Bottomly,     RHP    Team    Leader 
Bureau    of    Land   Management 
2B05    South    Townsend    Avenue 
Montrose,    Colorado    11401 


Mr.    Bottomly: 


45 


Responses  to  letter  45 

1   through  5.     See  the  responses  to  comments  1,  2,  and  3  of  letter 
8,  and  comments  5  and  1  of  letter  1 1 ,  respectively. 


J 


You   nust    «trength«n    the    protection    of    ecological    values    In    the    Gunnison 
Resource   Area.      The   RMP/EIS    inadequately  addresses    resource   protection    and   the 
impact    of    livestock    operations. 

All    of    the    Lake   Fork    River,    from    its  headwaters    In    the    Handles    Peak    proposed 
wilderness   to   Blue  Mesa    Reservoir,    should  be   designated   a    Mild   and   Scenic    River. 

Some   of    the   most    outstanding   scenery    found   on   BLM    lands    nationwide    surrounds 
thla    river.      The    visual,    geologic,    recreational    and   biological    values    here  must 
be   preserved   with    WJ Id    and  Scenic   status. 

Habitat    for   bighorn   sheep  and  the    rare   Uncompehgre    Fritlllary  must    be 
protected    in   an   ACEC  encompassing  the   Alpine    Triangle.       Nithout    hesitation    I 
state    that   protection   of   this    area    will    result    in   protection    for    other 
potentially   threatened   and  endangered   species    about    which    little    la    known--as    la 
the   case   with   the    rare  butterfly.         ACEC  designation    is    necessary    for    the   entire 
Triangle   to  protect    lands   beyond  the    Lake   Pork   corridor. 

Public   lands    immediately  east    of   Gunnison   are   crucial    deer    and   elk    winter 
range.       ACEC   designation   will    protect    then    from    the    grating    abuses    BO   prevalent 
in   the    area.      ACEC   designation  of    the  Cebolla   Creek    area    would   protect    bighorn 
sheep  habitat   and   facilitate    recovery  of   a    aelf-sustalnlng   population    there. 

BLM'a    intention   to  protect   Kest    Antelope  Creek    with   ACEC  designation    is 
commendable. 

The   RMP/EIS   Bust    allow    for    riparian  and    range    recovery    in    the    Gunnison 
Resource   Area.       Livestock   must    be    kept    out    of    wetlands    and    riparian   areas. 
Streambanks  eust    be    stabilised.      Erosion   and   sedimentation   due    to    livestock 
operations  eust    cease   to  protect    aquatic  plants    and    animals    and    their    habitats- 
Mater  quality  arust    be    restored  and   protected.       Priority   must    be    given    to 
wildlife  ef  all   species    for    forage.      The   RMP/EIS   oust    consider    reducing 
livestock    numbers    in    some    areas    and   closing    scene    abused    allotments    entirely. 
So-called   'range    improvements*    such   as   chaining,    roading,    tank-building   and  etc 
nust    cease.      The    RMP/EIS  Bust    address   these    In  great   detail.       If    necessary, 
livestock    operators   will    have   to   find  alternative  means    of    running    their 
businesses  to  allow  public   lands   in   the  GRA  to   return  to  health. 


\_John    CiiTne 


-^si- 


Colorado 
State 

<JoJ*tr»lly 

DtpuloiciM  of  Fmtitrj  tmj 

WUdUc  Buv 

Km  CoOiat  QjfawSa  K&Z3 

(JOl)  «1SD0 

PAX  (303)  491  3091 

.„,  .  .„   ,  June  5,  1991 

Bill  Bottonly 

RHP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  liC 

2505  S.  Townsend  Ave.  HO 

Montrose,  CO   81401 

Dear  Mr.  Bottonly: 

I  realize  that  the  closing  date  for  written  comments  on  the 
Gunnison  RA  Management  Plan  has  passed.   However,  I  do  have  these 
suggestions,  and  thought  that  you  might  still  be  able  to 
Incorporate  them,  at  least  into  the  plan's  application. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Jameji  A.  Bailey,     ) 
Professor  Emeritus 
midlife  Biology 

cc.  Don  Whittaker,  CWS 
CDOH,  Gunnison 


Responses  to  letter  46 

1 .  The  comment  refers  to  Chapter  2,  which  describes  the  existing 
situation  as  of  the  time  of  publication  of  the  DRMP;  the  existing 
situation  may  not  be  optimum  for  a  given  species.  BLM  recognizes, 
however,  that  bighorn  sheep  herds  of  less  than  100  animals  are 
probably  not  viable  in  the  long  term,  and  whenever  possible  in  a 
unit  we  would  manage  for  100  or  more  animals. 

Our  goals  are  to  initiate  a  habitat  manipulation  project  to  remedy 
the  concern  of  monotypic  habitat.  Plans  include  a  burning  and 
logging  program  in  the  Devils  Hole/Rock  Creek  area  to  open  up 
dense  timber  stands  in  order  to  improve  migration  routes,  and  give 
sheep  an  opportunity  to  move  to  other  habitat  types. 

The  migration  corridors  and  winter  and  summer  ranges  are  well 
known  and  identified  in  most  areas,  but  information  regarding 
lambing  grounds  is  limited.  We  are  continually  inventorying  for 
these  areas.  Inventory  efforts  are  on-going  to  eliminate  data  gaps. 


2.  The  Preferred  Alternative  contains  provisions  that  would  limit  the 
distance  between  areas  grazed  by  domestic  sheep  and  bighorn 
sheep  to  4-5  miles  for  herds  in  unit  E-10,  but  in  the  areas  south 
and  west  of  Lake  City  and  in  the  Lower  Lake  Fork  Canyon,  the 
grazing  areas  would  continue  to  be  intermingled. 

3.  Our  information  regarding  the  referenced  economic  benefits  is 
based  on  all  our  available  data.  It  is  also  difficult  to  describe  the 
economic  benefits  from  the  aesthetic  values  these  animals  provide. 
The  small  number  of  sheep  is  the  limiting  factor  and  not  hunters, 
as  stated  in  the  DRMP.  The  demand  for  an  opportunity  to  hunt 
sheep  is  far  greater  than  available  permits. 
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COMMENTS  REGARDING  BIGHORN  SHEEP  MANAGEMENT  IN  THE  BLM  GUNNISON 
RESOURCE  AREA  PLAN  AND  EIS  (J.  A.  Bailey) 

My  major  concerns  are  three: 

1.  There  Is  an  obvious  lack  of  recognition  of  the  disease 
threat  posed  by  domestic  sheep  on  bighorn  ranges.   There  is 
no  commitment  to  reducing  this  threat,  or  to  avoiding  it  in 
the  future. 

2.  There  is  no  recognition  of  the  concept  of  a  minimua 
viable  population  size  for  bighorn  sheep.   Elsewhere  (BLM 
Rangewide  Plan  for  Hanaging  Habitat  of  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep 
on  Public  Lands)  the  BLM  has  recognized  100  animals  as  a 
viable  population.   The  Desert  Bighorn  Council  (Wilson  et 
al.  1980)  recommends  125.   In  the  Gunnison  RA,  there  is  no 
commitment  to  maintaining  populations  of  viable  size. 

3.  There  is  a  narrow  view  of  what  constitutes  a  quality 
year-round  bighorn  range,  with  up  to  six  seasonal  ranges  and 
associated  migration  corridors.   Instead,  there  is  emphasis 
only  on  lambing  areas  and  winter  ranges.   This  narrow  view 
implies  a  continued  commitment  to  the  current  limited 
numbers  of  sheep  in  the  RA. 

Specific  comments: 

p.  2-25.   Concerns  for  bighorn  sheep  should  include: 

1.  Populations  of  <100  wild  sheep  are  probably  not  viable  in 
the  long  term. 

2.  If  some  herds  are  sedentary  and  do  not  have  access  to  a 
variety  of  vegetation  types,  this  should  be  a  concern. 
Herds  in  limited,  monotonous  habitat  do  not  respond  well  to 
variation  in  weather,  or  to  human  harassment. 

3.  It  should  be  a  concern  that  all  seasonal  ranges, 
including  lambing  areas  and  migration  corridors,  are  not 
lenovn  for  each  herd.   We  can't  manage  or  protect  habitat  if 
we  don't  know  where  it  is. 

4.  The  degree  of  separation  of  wild  sheep  from  existing 
grazing  areas  of  domestic  sheep  should  be  stated  for  each 
bighorn  herd.   Recommended  distances  between  wild  and 
domestic  sheep,  should  be  cited  from  the  literature.   Do  not 
"hide"  the  threat  of  domestic  sheep. 

5.  The  potential  economic  benefits  to  local  communities  from 
sheep  hunting  or  sheep  watching  are  probably  understated. 
These  benefits  are  not  due  to  the  relatively  small  number  of 
sheep  hunters,  as  stated,  but  are  due  to  the  small  numbers 
of  sheep. 

p.  3-8.  It  is  not  clear  if  the  commitment  to  locate  seasonal 
ranges  of  bighorns  applies  to  all  4  herds  currently  in  the  RA. 
In  addition  to  seasonal  ranges,  migration  corridors  should  be 
identified.   "Inventories"  to  be  "conducted"  is  vague.   The  only 
way  to  efficiently  and  effectively  locate  seasonal  ranges  and 
migration  corridors  is  with  a  year-round  radio  telemetry  study  on 
each  herd. 


4.  The  BLM  is  committed  to  do  the  best  we  can  with  the  limited 
funds  available  to  learn  more  about  sheep  movements  and  to 
continually  update  information  on  seasonal  ranges.  The  magnitude 
of  the  inventories  would  depend  on  our  funding  and  available 
manpower.  BLM's  goal  is  to  eliminate  data  gaps  regarding 
seasonal  sheep  ranges,  but  that  goal  is  contingent  on  funding  and 
staffing  levels. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  this  letter. 

6.  Future  inventories  to  identify  suitable  transplant  sites  would 
analyze  all  the  components  mentioned  in  your  letter,  as  well  as 
evaluating  the  effects  to  other  resources. 

7.  In  Alternative  C,  there  is  a  likelihood  that  bighorn  sheep  in  the 
Lower  Lake  Fork  Canyon  and  the  area  south  and  west  of  Lake  City 
would  be  at  risk,  and  could  disappear  from  this  area  within  the  life 
of  the  plan.  Bighorn  sheep  herds  in  this  location  have  been 
struggling  for  years  trying  to  maintain  a  foothold,  but  recent 
CDOW  figures  for  the  past  4-5  years  have  shown  a  steady  decline. 
The  primary  reason  for  this  decline  is  believed  to  be  the  interaction 
of  bighorn  sheep  with  domestic  sheep.  Alternative  C  differs  from 
the  Preferred  Alternative  and  the  PRMP,  however. 

8.  In  Alternative  D  in  the  DRMP,  (which  the  comment  specifically 
references),  no  domestic  livestock  grazing  would  be  authorized  in 
most  of  the  Dillon  Pinnacles  area  and  some  of  the  area  south  and 
west  of  Lake  City.  Cattle  only  would  be  authorized  in  part  of  the 
area  south  and  west  of  Lake  City,  within  the  Cebolla  Creek  area, 
and  within  the  Cochetopa  Creek  area.  Cattle  or  sheep  would  be 
authorized  within  the  Lower  Lake  Fork  Canyon  area.  Please  refer 
to  the  prescriptions  for  Management  Units  D-2,  4,  5,  6,  8,  9,  10, 
15,  and  17  for  more  complete  details  on  livestock  grazing  within 
bighorn  sheep  areas  in  Alternative  D. 
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It  is  not  clear  here  if  any  of  these  bighorn  herds  are 
threatened  by  nearby  domestic  sheep.   (Some  clarification  exists 
in  the  appendix.   It  appears  that  domestic  sheep  are  present  on 
at  least  3  of  the  4  wild  sheep  ranges).   The  expense  of  studying 
the  wild  sheep  may  well  be  a  wasteful  "displacement  activity 
unless  there  is  a  commitment  to  separate  wild  and  domestic 
sheep  -  presumably  by  removing  domestic  sheep,  or  by  declaring 
6ome  allotments  as  permanent  cattle-only  allotments. 

1.  The  goal  of  500  bighorns  should  Include  that  each 
separate  herd  should  be  at  least  100  animals,  a  viable 
population  size. 

2  Inventories  to  identify  suitable  transplant  sites  for 
bighorns  should  not  be  limited  to  identifying  lambing  areas 
and  winter  ranges.   Summer  ranges,  mineral  licks,  rutting 
ranges  and  migration  corridors  are  also  Important  for 
establishing  a  non-sedentary,  viable  herd.   Note  that  many 
transplants  have  been  failures,  presumably  In  part  due  to 
inadequate  selection  of  transplant  sites. 

p.  3-51.  Comments  re.  p.  3-17  apply  here  also.   In  addition,  a 
goal  of  50  bighorns  probably  is  not  a  viable  population, 
especially   if  the  sheep  are  to  be  in  2  or  more  herds.   (This  is 
not  clear.)   As  I  read  it,  this  alternative  may  imply  loss  or 
elimination  of  one  or  more  existing  herds.   Which  one(s)  is(are) 
expendable? 

p   3-71   It  is  unclear  what  factors  might  influence  the  "carrying 
capacity  of  the  habitat"  for  bighorns.   Kill  bighorn  ranges  be 
qrazed  by  any  livestock  in  this  option? 

The  above  comments  regarding  limitations  of  inventories  to 
identify  suitable  transplant  sites:  regarding  goals  for 
population  sizes:  and  especially  regarding  a  commitment  to 
isolating  wild  sheep  from  domestic  sheep;  also  apply  here. 

It  is  not  clear  what  is  meant  by  "monitoring  studies"  within 
bighorn  ranges. 

p  3-104.  See  above  comments  regarding: 

1.  a  need  for  comprehensive  analysis  in  choosing  bighorn 
transplant  sites; 

2.  a  need  to  clarify  the  goal  of  500  wild  sheep  by  declaring 
a  goal  of  at  least  100  sheep  per  Isolated  herd; 

3  a  need  to  identify  all  components  of  the  year-round  range 
of  existing  herds,  not  just  lambing  areas  and  winter  ranges, 
using  radio  telemetry; 

4.  a  needed  commitment  to  keep  wild  sheep  isolated  from 

I       domestic  sheep. 
Also   I  don't  know  what  "monitoring  studies"  are  (again);  but  why 
are  they  applied  to  pronghom  and  not  to  bighorn  in  this  option? 
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9.  Monitoring  studies  proposed  in  bighorn  ranges  would  include 
utilization  by  bighorn  sheep  and  domestic  livestock  to  evaluate  the 
degree  of  completion,  trend,  use  patterns,  effects  of  land  or 
vegetative  treatments,  and  population  levels. 

10.  The  PRMP  includes  the  recommendation  to  conduct  monitoring 
studies  in  bighorn  sheep  ranges,  as  well  as  in  pronghorn  ranges. 

11.  Thank  you  for  pointing  the  discrepancy  out  to  us.  A  change  has 
been  made  to  table  H-2,  which  is  reprinted  in  the  PRMP. 

12.  We  recognize  that  domestic  sheep  grazing  overlapping  with 
bighorn  sheep  presents  a  disease  threat  to  bighorn  sheep.  The 
concern  is  addressed  on  page  3-121,  Management  Unit  E-10,  in 
the  DRMP. 


"I 


pp.  H  6-7.   The  numbers  of  bighorns  present  in  ACECS  9  or  10, 
11  do  not  agree  with  the  numbers  given  on  p.  2-25. 


and 
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The  threats  attributed  to  domestic  sheep  in  ACECS  9,  10,  and  11 

I  are  no  so  much  from  gx&iing  as  from  disease.   Clarify  that 
domestic  sheep  are  a  disease  threat.   Since  this  threat  fcsejts  to 
be  recognized  (?),  why  Is  It  not  addressed  In  any  of  the 
management  options? 

Than*  you  for  accepting  comments  on  this  management  plan. 

James  A.  Bailey 
Professor  of  wildlife  Biology 
Colorado  State  University 
Fort  Collins,  CO    8052J 


STA  It  0>  CC.OAAOO 
Roy  Romer.  Go.SflNW 
DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

DIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE 
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Responses  to  letter  47 

1 .  Columbian  sharp-tailed  grouse  were  not  mentioned  in  the  DRMP 
because  the  historical  information  we  have  is  very  limited  regarding 
where  this  bird  occurred  on  public  lands.  The  PRMP  includes 
language  that  would  give  BLM  the  option  to  consider  and  evaluate 
the  introduction  of  sharp-tail  grouse  and  Merrian's  turkey. 


Hr.  Bill  Bottomly 

RHP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Townsend  Avenue 

Montrose,  CO   81401 

Dear  Bill: 

The  Diviaion  of  Wildlife  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Gunnison  Resource 
Management  Plan  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  We  feel  that  BLM 
spent  a  considerable  amount  of  time,  thought  and  effort  preparing 
this  document  and  did  a  commendable  Job  considering  the  many  issues 
involving  multiple  use  management.  Whereas  our  Division  Is  not 
recommending  a  specific  alternative,  we  would  like  to  offer  the 
following  comments  on  the  document  and  offer  some  recommendations 
for  actions  we  would  like  to  see  BLM  initiate  under  the  Resource 
Management    Plan. 

Each  alternative  has  strong  and  weak  points  for  wildlife  habitat 
management,  depending  on  which  management  unit  is  being  diseuSBed 
and  which  wildlife  resource  is  being  considered.  Without  the 
insight  of  preparing  the  document,  it  is  difficult  for  the  reader 
to  compare  alternatives  because  esch  one  haa  different  objectives 
for     different     management      units.  There      are     very      few     direct 

comparisons  to  determine  which  alternative  might  best  benefit 
wildlife   throughout    the   entire   Resource    Area. 

Riparian  enhancement  and  management  is  emphasized  throughout  the 
document.  We  feel  this  is  one  of  the  most  significant  measures  BLM 
can  address  in  future  management  plans.  The  Division  supports  a 
concept  for  managing  all  rangelands,  riparian,  riverine,  wetland 
and  upland  areas  in  good  to  excellent  condition.  Enhancement  of 
each  of  these  areas  will  benefit  wildlife  and  provide  sound 
management   of   all    public    resources. 

We    Bupport    management    emphasizing    public    outdoor    recreation. 
We  encourage   the  Gunnison  Resource   Area   to  reconsider   the    long-term 
thrust     of     management     of     public     lands      in     this     particular     area. 
Available     data     indicate      that     commodity      producers     (120     grazing 
permittees,    etc.)    within    the    Resource    Area    are    at    a    low    and 
decreasing    level.       Most    growth    is    expected    within    the 

DEPARTMENT  Of  NATURAL  RESOURCES  Ksnn«#.  S*I*2V   EiSCuM  DovCUf 
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2.  The  livestock  grazing  recommendations  for  the  referenced 
vegetative  type  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  would  be  acceptable  in 
a  multiple  use  framework.  Restrictions  in  some  areas  would  be 
recommended.  Please  see  the  PRMP,  units  1,  4,  5,  and  15,  for 
specific  grazing  recommendations. 

The  bighorn  sheep  herd  in  the  area  south  and  west  of  Lake  City 
has  had  difficulty  in  maintaining  stable  numbers.  Please  refer  to  the 
response  to  comment  5  of  letter  46. 

3.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  46,  and  most 
of  the  other  responses  to  letter  46,  regarding  bighorn  sheep. 

4.  The  BLM  plans  to  enhance  the  bighorn  sheep  range  in  the  Cebolla 
Creek  area.  See  page  3-121,  DRMP,  for  general  recommendations. 
A  timber  sale  is  planned  to  open  up  migration  corridors,  followed 
by  a  burning  program.  We  will  be  working  closely  with  CDOW 
during  the  development  of  this  plan  and  future  plans.  There  are  no 
plans  at  this  time  to  begin  habitat  enhancement  projects  for 
bighorn  sheep  along  the  lower  Lake  Fork.  The  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  section,  Chapter  Four,  PRMP,  for  bighorn  sheep 
habitat  management  has  been  modified  to  allow  for  treatments  if 
feasible  and  desirable. 
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BLM  RMP 

6  June  1991 

Page  Two 

tourism  sector  of  the  economy,  whereas  our  Division  wishes  to  work 
closely  with  the  ranchinf  community  and  BLH  to  improve  range 
conditions  and  livestock  management,  we  also  feel  a  change  in 
emphasis  is  needed  to  meet  the  changes  in  public  needs  and  demands 
on  public  resources.  Thus,  the  visionary  approach  would  be  to 
focus  most  efforts  to  enhance  resources  that  attract 
recreat ionists,  tourists,  including  wildlife  viewing,  landscape 
viewing,  hunting,  fishing,  camping,  nature  interpretation,  etc. 
Public  recreation  management  should  include  provisions  to  protect 
wildlife  habitats  during  important  biological  periods,  such  as 
nesting  and  birthing,  brood  rearing  and  nursing,  and  during  the 
hard  winter  months.  Sensitive  winter  ranges  should  be  managed 
carefully  to  provide  ample  feed  and  cover  while  reducing  human 
impacts  on  wildl i  fe . 

Proper  enhancement  and  management  of  public  ranges  will  help 
alleviate  some  of  the  conflicts  currently  going  on  between 
agriculture  and  wildlife  by  reducing  big  game  damage  to  private 
landowners.  The  upcoming  Habitat  Partnership  Program  in  the 
Gunnison  Basin  will  no  doubt  address  many  of  these  problems  and 
make  recommendations  on  how  we  can  collectively  work  together  to 
resolve  issues. 

The  E.I.S.  does  not  mention  Columbian  sharp-tailed  grouse,  which 
historically  occurred  in  the  mountain  shrub  type  in  the  western  and 
northern  portions  of  the  Resource  Area.  This  species  was 
extirpated  due  to  land  use  changes,  over  grazing,  type  con\ersion 
and  conifer  invasion.  There  is  interest  within  the  Division  of 
Wildlife  to  re-introduce  this  species  to  the  Gunnison  area, 
provided  suitable  blocks  of  habitat  can  be  managed  for  them.  Some 
of  these  habitat  blocks  occur  on  BLM  lands.  We  would  appreciate 
this  species  being  included  in  the  final  plan  and  look  forward  to 
working  with  BLM  on  possible  re- i nt roduc t ion  efforts. 

Many  of  the  alpine  habitats  above  11,000  feet  in  the  Upper  Lake 
Fork  area,  and  especially  near  Engineer  and  Cinnamon  Passes,  have 
been  degraded  by  domestic  grazing  and  livestock  management 
practices.  As  a  result,  productivity  of  these  alpine  sites  is  low 
and  type  conversion  and  habitat  diversity  has  been  reduced.  We 
recommend  alpine  areas  be  re-evaluated  for  livestock  grazing. 
Significant  reductions  or  non-use  should  be  considered.  Unique 
wildlife  species  such  as  white-tailed  ptarmigan  and  bighorn  sheep 
would  benefit.  Enhanced  riparian  habitats  dominated  by  willows  at 
the  higher  elevations,  particularly  in  the  southern  and  western 
portions  of  the  Resource  Area  would  benefit  ptarmigan.  Pasteurella 
diseases  in  domestic  sheep  are  known  to  transmit  to  bighorn  sheep 
with  significant  die-offs  occurring.  The  bighorn  herd  in  the  Upper 
Lake  Fork  Area  is  Hearing  extinction.  The  direct  competition  by 
domestic  sheep  on  historic  bighorn  range  is  a  serious  issue  which 
has  been  a  problem  for  many  years  and  needs  to  be  addressed. 


5.  The  guidelines  on  page  A-2  of  the  DRMP,  and  in  Appendix  A  in  the 
PRMP,  are  good  compromises  between  treating  all  sagebrush  and 
minimal  treatments.  There  are  places  in  the  Resource  Area  where 
the  grass  and  forb  understory  is  so  poor  that  the  only  way  to 
improve  this  condition  is  through  vegetative  treatments,  and 
sometimes  in  combination  with  improved  grazing  systems. 

In  the  judgement  of  BLM,  the  1/4  miles  buffer  around  active  leks 
would  be  adequate  to  provide  protection  and  to  reduce  impacts 
during  the  mating  season  throughout  sage  grouse  areas. 

6.  The  appendix  on  page  A-2  of  the  DRMP  contains  the  guidelines 
found  in  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for  the  management 
of  sage  grouse. 

7.  One  of  the  objectives  of  riparian  management  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative  of  the  DRMP  is  to  improve  the  riparian/meadow  areas 
that  have  been  identified  as  important  to  sage  grouse  (please  refer 
to  Management  Units  E-11  and  E-14).  When  feasible,  in-channel 
structures  or  other  projects  to  accelerate  riparian  area  improvement 
would  be  used  where  the  benefits  would  justify  the  costs.  Water 
developments  would  be  constructed  as  part  of  improving  grazing 
management  and  could  also  be  constructed  as  a  part  of  sage 
grouse  habitat  enhancement. 

8.  Use  on  willows  is  minimal  over  the  entire  area;  however  in  those 
areas  where  domestic  sheep  are  concentrated,  use  can  be  heavy 
to  severe.  Since  ptarmigan  populations  in  the  resource  area  are 
low,  it's  difficult  to  determine  the  effect  that  domestic  sheep 
grazing  has  on  the  species.  Much  of  the  sheep  use  takes  place 
above  the  tree  line  on  forbs  and  grasses. 
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We  would  like  to  see  emphasis  placed  on  the  enhancement  of  bighorn 
!  sheep  range  in  the  Cebolla  Creek  and  Lower  Lake  Fork  herds.  The 
i  Cebolla  herd  has  recently  experienced  a  major  die-oTf.  There  are 
excellent  opportunities  to  improve  range  conditions  in  both  these 
areas.  The  Upper  Cebolla  Creek  range  improvement  could  be  done  in 
conjunction  with  the  management  of  the  beetlekill  timber  problem  in 
the  canyon.  Removal  of  infested  timber  stands  by  burning  or 
logging  and  opening  the  areas  up  for  sheep  is  highly  desirable  in 
the  canyon.  Other  methods  of  range  enhancement  for  the  lower  Lake 
Fork  herd  can  be  used.  We  would  be  happy  to  sit  down  with  BLM  and 
help  develop  a  management  plan  for  these  areas. 

The  sage  grouse/sagebrush  relationship  Is  well  documented  in  the 
draft  plan  and  high  visibility  is  given  to  sage  grouse.  The 
productivity  of  the  sagebrush  communities  in  the  Gunnison  Basin  has 
decreased  significantly  during  the  last  100  years  due  to  heavy 
livestock  and  wildlife  grazing,  loss  of  topsoil,  and  changes  in 
species  composition  and  structure.  Significant  sagebrush 
eradication  and  manipulation  has  occurred  as  a  result  of  spraying, 
burning  and  other  eradication  methods  to  increase  livestock  forage. 
This  has  resulted  in  major  decreases  in  sage  grouse  abundance  and 
distribution  throughout  the  Gunnison  Basin. 

The  sage  grouse  found  in  the  Gunnison  Basin  are  a  unique  genetic 
strain  and  differ  from  sage  grouse  throughout  much  of  western  North 
\mcrica  in  how  they  use  sagebrush  habitats.  Distribution  of  this 
race  of  sage  grouse  probably  extends  into  southern  Utah.  However, 
all  other  populations  in  southern  Colorado  and  southern  Utah  are 
discontinuous,  fragmented,  and  small.  These  isolated  populations 
are  being  extirpated.  Thus,  the  Gunnison  Basin  contains  the 
largest  remaining  populations  of  this  unique  race  of  sage  grouse. 
It  is  deserving  of  special  recognition  and  management.  Therefore 
the  recommendations  of  the  Western  States  Sage  Grouse  Technical 
Committee  should  be  fully  implemented.  These  recommendations  are 
available  from  Clait  Braun  in  our  Ft.  Collins  office.  The  1/4  mile 
or  1/2  mile  restriction  on  activity/disturbance  around  identified 
active  leks  is  inadequate.  The  restrict  ion  on  activity/disturbance 
around  identified  active  leks  should  be  increased  to  a  radius  of  2 
miles  as  recommended  by  the  Western  States  Sage  Grouse  Technical 
Committee.  These  recommendations  are  based  on  data  collect ed 
throughout  the  range  of  sage  grouse. 

Recent  research  efforts  on  sage  grouse  in  the  Gunnison  Basin 
support  previous  findings.  Sage  grouse  move  freely  throughout  the 
sagebrush  areas  in  the  Cunnison  Resource  Area.  All  sagebrush  areas 
should  be  managed  and  enhanced  for  sage  grouse.  Guidelines  found 
I  in  the  Memorandum  of  Understanding  between  DOW,  BLM  and  USFS  for 
the  Management  of  Sage  Grouse  within  the  Gunnison  Basin  should  be 
followed  with  the  protection  of  leks  as  outlined  above  included. 


9.  The  Preferred  Alternative  recommends  two  right-of-way  corridors, 
and  proponents  would  be  encouraged  to  locate  future  lines  inside 
these.  Some  lines  could  be  located  outside  of  these  corridors, 
however.  In  every  case,  the  BLM  would  require  necessary 
mitigation  for  impacts  to  wildlife  in  any  authorization  granted. 

10.  Please  refer  to  the  proposed  OHV  designations  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative  in  the  DRMP,  especially  Maps  F-9,  F-10,  and  F-11  in 
Appendix  F.  The  OHV  designations  in  the  PRMP  are  identical  to 
these. 

1 1 .  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  23  of  letter  38. 
1  2.    See  the  response  to  comment  1  4  of  letter  35. 
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Fnhancemfnt  and  Danagrnent  of  riparian  habitats  is  highlighted  in 
the  plan.  These  habitats  are  important  for  a  variety  of  wildlife 
and  particularly  birds,  including  sage  grouse  at  lower  elevations 
<<9000  ft),  blue  grouse  at  aid  to  high  elevations  ( >8500  ft)  and 
ptarmigan  at  high  elevations  ( >9500  ft).  The  retention  of  4-6 
Inches  of  stubble  is  appropriate  In  grazed  areas  as  long  as  a 
variety  of  forbs  Is  retained.  Water  developments  should  be  further 
considered  to  restore  water  tables  and  historic  wet  meadows  that 
have  been  altered/degraded  by  past  livestock  grazing  management . 
More  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  water  developments,  especially 
within  the  sagebrush  type.  Timing  of  grazing  should  be  controlled 
to  reduce  grazing  of  willows  in  riparian  areas,  especially  at  high 
elevations  as  buds  of  willow  are  the  primary  food  of  ptarmigan  in 
winter.  Ptarmigan  frequently  winter  in  willow-dominated  sites  far 
below  treellne. 

Powerlines  are  a  demonstrated  hazard  to  sage  grouse  (M.S.  thesis  by 
K.  Ellis,  Brigham  Young  University,  Prove,  Utah).  Powerllne 
development  should  be  kept  within  the  exiEting  corridors.  The 
proposed  corridor  to  Lake  City  traverses  sage  grouse  habitat  south 
of  Blue  Hesa  Reservoir. 


I  Road  management  within  the  Resource  Area  should  be  closely  defined 
and  managed.  Further  emphasis  should  be  placed  on  closing  random 
roads  and  trails  within  the  alpine  and  sagebrush  types- 
Reclamation  and  revegetat ion,  along  with  public  education  resource 
management,  should  occur  as  part  of  the  plan. 

There  is  considerable  public  interest  in  antelope  management  in  the 
southeast  portion  of  the  Resource  Area.  We  wish  to  continue  to 
work  closely  with  BLM  in  the  management  of  these  ranges  and  the 
continued  improvement  of  these  herds. 


The  Division   is   still   interested  in   introducing  moose   in   the 
Powderhorn/Lake  City  area.   Whereas  the  document  touches  on  this 
subject,   we   would   like   to   see   additional   consideration   for 
I  implementing  the  program. 

I  As  mentioned  earlier,  it  is  difficult  to  compare  and  understand 
alternatives  and  mapping.  A  map  showing  location  of  all  grazing 
allotments  In  relation  to  proposed  multi-purpose  management  plans 
would  be  helpful. 

We  applaud  BLM ' ■  intent  to  acquire  private  lands  in  key  winter 
ranges  as  outlined  in  the  preferred  alternative.  We  feel  there  is 
excellent  potential  to  acquire  critical  winter  and  riparian  areas 
adjacent  to  existing  BLH  lands. 

Road  management  is  a  key  tool  in  many  sensitive  areas.  Development 
of  an-  overall  road  management  plan  for  the  resource  area  is  vital 
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to  the  continuation  of  the  wildlife  resources  in  the  basin.  This 
is  particularly  true  in  the  extra  sensitive  alpine  zones  and  the 
transitional  and  critical  wildlife  winter  ranges. 

We  encourage  BLM  to  further  delineate  and  enhance  critical  big  game 
winter  ranges.  Protection  similar  to  the  winter  closures  in  Lost 
Canyon  and  north  of  Blue  Hesa  Reservoir  may  be  warranted  in  many 
additional  areas  as  human  winter  activities  continue  to  encroach  on 
these  critical  ranges.  We  encourage  BLM  to  emphasize  this  approach 
on  BLH  lands  in  the  upcoming  Gunnison  Habitat  Partnership  Program. 

Finally,  we  applaud  BLH'a  overall  attitude  throughout  the  EIS  to 
cooperate  with  our  Division  for  managing  federal  lands  for  all 
wildlife  species.  Management  for  diversity  is  a  key  to  maintaining 
healthy  wildlife  populations.  The  Division  feels  that  continual 
development  of  this  partnership  attitude  within  the  agencies  will 
help  us  all  do  a  better  job  in  managing  the  public  resources. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  thia  document .  We 
appreciate  the  efforts  put  forth  by  BLM  on  behalf  of  wildlife 
habitat  and  natural  resources.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  BLH 
to  implement  many  of  the  goals  outlined.  Please  feel  free  to  call 
•e  concerning  any  questions  you  have  on  these  comments. 

ely. 


uV< 


Rick  Sherman 
Wildlife  Biologist 


cc :  Clark 


Braun 
Capodice 
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24(3   Sheffield   Orel*   West 
Fort    Collins,    Colorado    80526 


June   7,    1991 


(305)   «84-0C« 


Responses  to  letter  48 

1 .  Actual  big  game  herd  numbers  on  private  land  cannot  be 
extrapolated  from  the  tables  in  Appendix  A  of  the  DRMP,  as  the 
tables  are  projections  or  goals,  and  may  or  may  not  reflect  actual 
numbers  of  big  game  in  a  Game  Management  Unit  (GMU)  at  any 
given  time,  either  on  private  or  public  land. 


Bill  Bottomly 
RPM  Team  Leader,  BLM 
2^05  South  Townsend  Ave. 
Montrose,  CO  81401 

Dear    Bill: 

Enclosed   are  my   conments  on   the  Gunnison 
Resource   Area,    Resource  Management  Plan,    and 
Environmental    Impact   Statement. 

I    feel    this   document   still   needs  a 
considerable   amount   of   refining.      I   have  written 
»any   refered   Journal    articles,    a  considerable 
number   of    reports   and   business    related  documents. 
Because   I   don't   have   any   extensive  contracts 
to  work   on   now,    I   would   be  more   than  happy  to 
make    my    services    available   to    the    BLM   to   help 
polish   this   document.      Please  contact   me    if 
there    la   any    interest    in  persuing   this  possibility. 

I   also   am  enclosing   ray  copy   of   the  document 
to  make    It   easier    to   follow  my  comments   concerning 
the  manuscript   too  numerous  to  discuss    individually. 

If  possible,  I  would  appreciate  the  return 
of  the  enclosed  manuscript  since  it  is  the  only 
record  of  my  suggested  chanqes .  Thanks  for  the 
opportunity   to   review  the  manuscript.      Good  Luck. 


Sincerely, 


Robert   Hyde  PhD 


2.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comments  11,  15,  16,  and  20  of 
letter  38,  regarding  carrying  capacities,  big  game  utilization,  and 
the  relationship  between  CDOW  and  BLM  regarding  requests  for 
reductions  in  big  game  population  numbers.  Also,  please  refer  to 
the  response  to  comment  13  of  letter  50  for  information  regarding 
the  manner  in  which  elk  population  estimates  are  calculated  during 
the  year.  Since  1983  the  CDOW  has  been  trying  to  hold  elk 
numbers  down  to  their  long  range  herd  goal  of  9,000.  Please  also 
refer  to  the  Wildlife  Management  section  of  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  in  Chapter  Four  of  this  PRMP,  for  information  on 
big  game  utilization  of  habitat. 

3.  Disposal  of  public  lands  is  a  viable  management  tool  in  some 
cases,  and  tracts  or  areas  for  disposal  must  be  identified  in  land 
use  plans.  Strict,  established  criteria  in  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  (FLPMA)  would  have  to  be  met,  however,  in 
each  instance.  Acquisition  of  privately  owned  lands  is  a  viable 
management  tool  that  is  sometimes  used  to  enhance  management 
of  a  particular  resource  or  area;  this  tool  is  not  restricted  to 
recreational  purposes,  however. 


a»n»r m A 
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R|pirl«n  areas  are  partially  Mi  lur.derttcod  a •  d  *<  •  '*-  t  be  1  "8 
managed  to  their  ecological  potential.  Better  developed  soils 
a -..-I  Increased  aoltturt  availability  result  In  Ircrttttd  and  acrt 
diversified  biological  activity  causes  these  areas  to  be  auch 
wore  productive  and  wore  difficult  to  Manage  than  nrmrby  upland*. 
Large  herbivores  are  biologically  attracted  to  riparian  areas 
because  the  area  has  greater  quant le*  of  a  More  diverse  veget  a- 
tion  available  for  consumption  *r^S  usually  have  available  Mater. 
Riparian  areas  can  change  ecologically  More  rapidly  than  uplar-dft, 
primarily  because  of  their  greater  production  potential.  Ona> 
might  think  that  no  herbivore  use  Might  be  best  on  riparian 
areas,  or  lets  keep  cattle  off  so  the  forage  cmr.  be  saved  for 
wintering  deer  and  elk.  Neither  case  Mill  result  in  the  riparian 
area  that  Most  people  visualize.  Riparian  areas  developed  eco- 
logically, through  tine,  with  herbivore  grazing  end  Must  be 
grazed  and  browsed  to  Maintain  themselves.  iMagine,  for  • 
Minute,  •  bluegrass  lawn  that  is  properly  watered  and  fertilized, 
but  never  Mowed.  What  will  happen'  Growth  will  be  tremendous 
for  a  short  time,  ther.  because  so  Much  growth  is  not  harvested 
(mowed!  the  lawn  will  literally  kill  Itself  or  choke  itself  out. 
In  a  short  time  it  looks  unkept,  herbage  production  Is  only  1/1* 
what  it  once  was  and  if  the  home  owner  le  sufficiently  lazy,  ha* 
is   happy  with  his  management  plan  that  requires  hie  not  to   mow. 


The  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  DRMP,  and  the  PRMP,  is  a 
combination  of  actions  and  recommendations  from  all  the 
alternatives  considered. 
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Thi.  example  i»  ..tr..»,  but  It  can  happen  or,  r..t  1  ve  vegetation 
over    time     IF     IT    ISN'T    PROPERLY    USED. 

If  rituriin  area,  or  upland*  ere  tlth.r  overu.ed  or  unde- 
ru.ed,  the  re.ult  is  very  .ieiler.  .Imply  bec.u.e  .11  grassland 
type*  evolved  through  time  being  gre.ed  by  both  l.rg.  end  Hull 
herbivore*.  Both      riparian   and    upland    type*      »u»t       b.       prop.rly 

utilized    In   order    for    thw  to   Maintain    th»*flvt». 

Deer  and  all.  lncreaelng  number*  bother  H,  and  I  love  to 
hunt  arl  k.  It.  common  knowledge  that  there  1.  a  carrying  capacity 
for  elk  and  deer.  Your  reference  to  "crucial  elk  and  deer  winter 
range"  meke.  -a  bat  lava  that  .Ik  nu«ib»r»  ara  at  or  .lightly  abov. 
th.lr  winter  carrying  capacity.  I  .cretched  -crucial"  In  your 
report  bec.u..  It.  redundant.  nil  winter  rang,  for  all.  1.  cru- 
cial. Not  only  I.  food  Halted,  but  snow  cover  and  temperetur. 
are  typically  extreme.  People  .ay  that  wildlife  are  -ell  adapted 
lo  .urviv.  -Inter,  and  they  are.  I  think  lta  -o.t  remarkable 
that  any  elk  or  deer  can  .urvlv.  the  critical  winter  ..tr»«  of 
lo-  te.»pereture.  Halted  food  .upplle.,  high  .no-  amount,  and 
Increa.ed  body  energy  demand,  eapeclally  for  pregnant  oo-  elk, 
but  they  do.  They  lncrea»e  In  number,  a.  long  a.  there  1.  ade- 
quate -inter  food,  temperature,  and  snowfall  aren'  t  e«trewe.  We 
have  had  relatively  al  Id  -inter,  the  pa.t  .ever.l  -Inter.,  but 
when  a  really  aavere  winter  come,  .ometime  in  the  r.ext  few  win- 
ter, there  will  be  a  rather  extreme  die  off.  Why?  B.cau.e 
wildlife    number,   exceeded   the   true   carrying    capacity    of    the    lend. 

People      want    wildlife.       They    like    to    caaually       ob.erve      thea 
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and  that,  all  good  up  to  a  point!  that  point  being  the  carrying 
capacity  of  the  lend.  Nature  may  be  extreme,  and  I.  known  to  b. 
cruel,  but  effective.  The  wor.e  the  -inter,  and  the  more  carry- 
ing capacity  I.  exceeded  the  wor.e  the  con.equence.,  or  winter 
kill.     It    will    happen  i     It*.    Ju.t    a    matter    of    when. 

Winter  feeding  cen  elevlate  thi*  winter  kill,  but  I  am 
atrongly  oppo^d  to  It  a.  a  .olutlon.  It.  expen.lv*.  It.  unnatu- 
ral and  ba.lc.lly  it  Ju.t  prolong,  th.  real  problem,  too  many 
wildlife    for   the    land    to    .upport    during    critical    winter.. 

1  not.  .owe  intere.tlng  number,  in  the  Gunnison  Ba.ln  RHP 
and  EIB.  I  not.  flr.t  Table  2-16  Colorado  Dlvl.lon  of  Wildlife 
Herd  Goal,  on  page  SS3  thet  list*  elk  and  deer  herd  number.  a. 
of    1969    Post    Hunt     a.    follow.l 


raaj  DEER  DEER    NUMBERS 

OBJECTIVE  POST    HUNT     1989 

34  .see  "36e 

s=  (  351         see*  576e 

66   4    67  6«ee  5390 

166ee  1651B 
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DAU  GMU  ELK  ELK    NUMBERS 

OBJECTIVE  POST    HUNT     1 989 
4  1                            34                                3000  3490 

43  55    t    551  3W«  366* 

35  66    I    67  3»»e  3996 

TOTALS  9000  10140 

II  later  nctrd  Appendix  A  on  page  A  i,  Tables  A-l,  A-C  «r^l 
0-3.  kahy  wasn't  Table  A-4  "Actual  Herd  Numbiri  on  P'lv.tt  Land' 
Included?  Based     on    BLM    and    CDOU    nunbvrt     It     la     fabricated    belowi 

Table    A-4  Table    A-£ 

Actual     Herd    Nuatwrt  Long     Range    Hard    Oca  1  a 

on    Deeded    Land  on    Public    Land 

GMU  ELK  DEER  GMU  ELK  DEER 

54  £240  3360  54  1 250  2000 

55  1  551  316*  760  S5  *  SSI  1590  5000 
66  1  67  169*  4390  66  1104)  1 0M» 
Total                       ft)                     6510                        Total                   3850                     6000 

Ita  really  difficult  to  follow  tithtr  B*_M  or  CDOU' a  reeson- 
ing  ragardlng  daar  and  a?  1 U  nuMbera,  and  I  wonder  If  any  of  tha 
big  gen*  biclc-gitta  or  )  mr<3  managers  art  aware  of  tha  actual  1989 
big        gaaae       number*    cc«*pered     to    tha     long     range       and        Interla       herd 
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goal  a.  For       1  nst  *r,c9    the    Inter  1m    herd    goal  a     for       deer       and       elk 

(Table    0     3'     Mere    stated    »i    6,600    elk     er>d     1,100    deer.  Reportedly 

th«ii       Mere    the    herd     number  a    recc«M»er>ded     to    CDOU    to    ba     In       effect 
unt  1 1        after       shrub       product  Ion    and    vl  gor       Increases.  This       all 

sounds    Mel  1     and    good    except    the    CDOU    reported    numbers    act  ual  1  y    on 
the    Public    and     Deeded     land    were     10,140    elk     and     16,510    d^mr. 

It  appeared  to  a*e  that  winter  game  use  had  been  somewhat 
heavy  on  tha  first  few  riparian  a  re  a  a  we  looked  at  on  4/29/91.  I 
Oid'i'  t  say  ao  as  such,  but  did  ask  quest  Ions  arid  asked  hot*  BLM 
xould  react  If  CDOU  had  (hypothet ice  1 1 y>  20,000  elk  aa  their 
goal.  I       Mas    told    that    BLM    Mould    recoMMend    to       CDOU       that       this 

number    Mas    too    hi  gh     and     that     they     should    const  der    reduc  I  ng       their 
goa  1     to    a    ion    rea sonabl  a    nuwbarr. 

I  think  9,000  head  of  all*  la  at  or  allghtly  beyond  the  long 
tars  elk  carrying  capacity  for  tha  Gunnison  Bealn  end  that  CDOW 
should,  in  fact,  ba  asked  to  reduce  the  reported  10,140  head  to 
no  Mora  than  3, 000  head  of  elk  if  these  big  game  numbers  are 
correct. 

Perhaps,  If  Table  A-3  la  correct,  CDOU  should  ba  asked  to 
reduce  elk  nuMbera  to  6,600  and  dear  number*  to  11,000  head. 
This  Mould  aiean  reducing  d»*r  number**  by  5,510  head  and  elk  num- 
bers   by     1,340    head. 

1  seriously  doubt  that  BLM  -ill  ever  be  satisfied  with  the 
Cor>ditlon  of  riparian  areas  as  long  aa  these  big  game  number*  »rw 
allowed    to    e»ist     or    perhaps    even     increase    more. 

Considering    that    a    reported    6,  290    head    of    elk    er.d    8, 510    head 
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Of  d.er  ar.  being  c.rrl.d  »..r|t.„,  no-  on  deeded  land.  ,„(. 
propo.ed  big  ,.„.  reduction  .hould  b.  -elcc.  by  priv.t.  landown- 
er.. CDOU  .Ight  •!»  appreciate  thl.  being  pointed  out  to  lh„ 
'"'"'•  "  ""•"'<  OVe.tlcelly  rrt„c.  G.,.e  C»..,»  Claim  to  CDOU 
by    priv.t..     landowner,    who    .uff.r    g.ae    da.age. 

(Buying     deeded     land,    or-     ..|l|„g     BLM     land,    .hould     b.    .n    .v.U- 
•  bl.       .Iter,,.,, v.,         but         ttould    >.   r.r.1,       „..d.  Propo.ed        I  ,r,d 

purcha...       too       frequently    ..,„    to    b.    Justified    or,    th.       b..i.       of 


probable     l.proved    or     Jr 


r"M    recreation    potential.        H>c  rnt  I  c.n- 


al    opportunity,    ar.    lncr..»lng    r.pidly    for    th.   (Wrier,      p.op!., 
but     I    que.tlon    th.t     government     .gencie.    .hould    become    Involved    In 


co.t     .ff.ctlvi 


.    r*cr«.t  lor,.!     .r,d». 


fir.tl-.gr, cultur.l     people    .r,    ..ylr.g    "live.tock    fr 


by       93". 

My 
■tchea 


Th.f.       .       c.tchy       phra.e,     but    heaven    forbid    If       It        ever       r.. 


Tod.y.  ...n  rara»r.  .r,d  rancher,  ar.  having  .  tough 
tl~  economically.  L.t.  try  to  glv.  the.  .  bre.k  whan  „.  c.r„ 
p.rtly  ir.  .ppr.cl  .t  lor.  for  th.  good  Job  th.y  h.v.  dorr.  th.  p..t 
Me  ye.r.  .nd  p.rtly  bec.u.e  met  of  u.  — r.t  .  gr„H  or  „..„ 
environment  th.t  rem.in.  h..lthy  r.th.r  th.n  .  r.ongr.,.d  or, 
th.t  c.n't  .alnflr,  |t..lf  .nd  ov.r  tl»  d.t.rlor.f.  to  .  weed 
patch    or    b.re    ground.        Llve.tock    fr..    by    93i       NO    HAY- 

I  M  convinced  It  1.  .  .I.t.k.  to  ..nag.  our  land,  .nd  not 
h.rva.t  our  rr»«M.  re.ource.  ne.r  the  opt,.u»  l.v.l  In  ord.r 
to  real  I,.  .  r...<,h.bl.  l.v.l  of  r.turr...  Concernl  r.g  our  r.ne-a- 
bl.    rticrc..     It    c.r,    b.    truthfully    ..Id    USE     IT    OR    LOOSE    IT.  Th. 

-hole   ..nage.ent    k.y    |.    to    properly   det.r.ln.   th.   ».*l»u.      annual 
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•  rv.it   on   .  .u.t.med  yield  t..sl>  and    then   to   cbt  •  i  r,   th.t 


harvest  on  an  annual  bail..   Thl.  li 


ip.Qi  f  1, 


prop.r    manager. nt  . 


I  dtm't  think  that  re.pond.nt.  .hould  b.  Il.lt. a  to  .el.ct- 
Ing  fro-  alternative  B  to  E.  Uh.t  If  there  Bra  p.rt.  of  ..vera] 
Alternative',    th.t     are    pr.f.rred?       I    que.tlon    the    advl.ibllty       of 

(designating       Olterr.atlv.       E    a.    the    Preferred       filtern.tlv..  Thl. 

l.pll..       th.t     th.    other    fllt.rn.tlv..    .r.    a    »..t.    of    tl».       b.c.u.. 
our    .Inds    ere    a.de    up    and    Alternative    E    la    it. 

1  a.  totally  oppo.ed  to  filtern.tive.  B  ,r.d  D.  Many  r.cr.a- 
tionl.t.  don't  re.lly  know  Hhat  th.y  are  looking  .t,  don't  know 
how  to  gat  'roei  point  A  to  B  without  harming  th.  environment  .nd 
a.p.ct  whatever  th.y  need  to  be  readily  available.  Harry  recrea- 
tlonl.t.  would  be  very  h.ppy  if  there  were  a  gas  ..rvice  .t.tior, 
and  .  quick  food  e.t abl  ishment  located  at  least  e.ch  10  .11... 
fllt.rn.tlv.  B  would  be  .bout  th.  qulcke.t  w.y  I  c.n  la.gir,.  to 
ruin    the    6unnison    Pa.  in. 

There  appear,  to  be  Many  advantage.  «nd  v.ry  fata  dl. advan- 
tage, to  alternative  C.  Th.  prl..ry  d  i  ..dv.r.t  .g.  of  thl.  .It.r- 
r..tlv.  |.  th.t  it  would  require  more  employee,  f.eld  time  th.r, 
th.  other  alternative..  Perhaps  more  eL„  „plcr„,  „c.ol<,  „. 
requlrad  in  the  Ounnlaon  office,  but  hopefully  Increa.ed  income 
fro.       .Idea       netur.l        r..ource.    »!„    woul-    help       pay       the       .dd.d 
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employee     cocti.         Bftutlly,      I     prefer    P.1 1  err.*t  i  ve    C. 

If  we  Are  Locking  at  548,  2*33  acre*  grazed  «t  47,438  *r,i«wl 
ur.it  months  gr»zir.p,  this  is  not  overgra  z  i  ng,  but  says  that 
roughly  12  tcrtl  ere  betr.g  *  1  k-ed  For  each  animal  ur.it  month  or 
66  acres  per  dry  cow  for  •  five  Month  grazing  lNlorta  Three  Co—  * 
per    quarter     section    of     ler.d     is     r.ot     overgi-ez  1  r.g. 

There        «r«       toe    many     "He«»ffl"     words.  "Generally"         is       auch 

overused.  Too  mucri  t  li*e,  energy  and  verbeble  |m  spent  protecting 
yourselves  frc*  every  conceivable  situation.  Much  wore  effort 
should  be  ipant  to  mkt  the  document  as  brief  as  possible,  con- 
cise   «r.d    to    the    point. 

I       Mould       hata       to    try    to    manage    ]*«>,  fr*tf*       acres       of       net 
grassland/shrub    typo    end    not     have    the    use    of     livestock    as    • 
to    help    »«int*in    or     improve    the    ecological     cer«J»t»on    of    that     lar<J 
•  r.d    to    get     iomi    reasor.able    economic    return    frow    seioe.        «s    f*r 
I     aw    concerr-ed    ^vmry    acre    of    public    t*«r,td     land    should    bo       mar.ag 
to    returr.    the    Maximua    economic     net     ret  urr.    par     acra,     over     the     lo 
term,        without     degrading    the    ecological     status    or       conditicn. 
hope       the       time       will     soon    com*    -her.    w^»rY     land       manager       in      t. 
r.atior.    will     try     to    Menage     la'-d     on    this    basis,      ar.d     that     our        laws 
rules,     regulations    and    the    EPA    will     allow    them    to    do    so. 

I  think  pseudo  tnv i rorMWit a  1  i »t  should  give  thanks  for  th< 
reasor.able  priced  ataek  or  hamburger  on  their  plates,  rather  the 
bitch     about     the    cow     pi  as    on    the    picnic     grour.de. 


D.i\  in    Green 

Wilderness    Smdy    Group 
Campus  Box   207 
Boulder,  CO  80.109 
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1.  through  4.    See  the  responses  to  comments  4  of  letter  12,  2  and 
1  of  letter  8,  and  1  of  letter  1  1,  respectively. 
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Bill  Botiomly,  RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau   of   Land    Management 
2805    Souih    Townsend    Ave. 
Montrose  CO  81461 


Dew  Mr.   Bottomly. 


Think   you   for   including   my   comments  on   the   draft   Resource   Management 
Plan   in   your  efforts   to  address  corrections  of  oversights  or  deficiencies  in 
the  draft.     I  am  writing  you  on  behalf  of  the  Uni\ersity  of  Colorado's 
Wilderness    Study    Group,    an    environmentally    oriented    organization 
involved   in  research  on   Colorado  public   lands. 

Traditionally,  the   BLM   has  not  had  to  cope  with  the   high   level  of  recreation 
activities  on  the  lands  that  it  manages  as  other  agencies  have.     But  the 
Gunnison   Resource   Area   needs   10  manage   its   lands   with   more  emphasis  on 
recreational   and   ecological    values  because   of  the   special   places   found 
there.     The   lands   there   are   generally  more   valuable  to  the  public   as 
recreational    and   ecological    preserves,   and   to   keep   them   safe   from   threats 
requires  positive   action   in   this  RMP. 

As  the   trend    towards   recreation   has   increased   in   recent   years   and    will 
probably  continue  to  do  so,  so  has  public  concern  for  ecological   values 
increased  along   with  the   need  to  manage  the  recreation.     As  I  can  easily 
tell   for  myself  writing  you   from  Crested   Butte   today,  mountain   biking  is 
definitely   on    the    list   of   very   popular   summer   recreation   options   which 
impact  BLM   lands,  along   with   hiking,   and  the  popular  fishing  and   boating 
activities  of  summer.     All   of  these  activities  share   some  common 
characteristics:      they  depend   on   various  ecological   and   wildlife   values 
being   protected   from  damage,   rely   on   preservation   of  the   area's 
remarkable    scenic   beauty,   and   require    BLM   management.      Although    your 
current   draft   does   include    Areas  of  Critical   Environmental   Concern   for 
some   of  the   most   important   resources.  I  do  not   feel   that  the  current  draft 
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DCl J  use 


plan   is   up   to  the    level   of  protection   the   region's   resources  need 

there  are  other  resources   which   should  be   added  as  ACECs,  and  are   not   in 

the    draft. 

IFor  a   beginning,  building   more   fool   trails   in   all   appropriale  areas   should 
help   to  relieve   pressure   on  otherwise   too  heavily   used   areas:      the   more   the 
mileage   of  trails,   the   more  dispersed   the   impacts  of  trail  recreation   on   the 
lands. 

Additionally,   the   riparian   areas   east  of  Gunnison   need  protection    not   for 
recreation   opportunities,   but  because   winter  deer  and  elk   herds   need   a 
break   from   heavy  cattle   grazing   competition,   thai   has   also  hurl   (he 
riparian  areas.     They  should  be  managed  as  an  ACEC,  with  emphasis  on 
protecting  the   winter  range  for  the   animals  (which  is  very  difficult  to  find 
given   the   natural   and   historical   human   development  of  the   lower 
elevation,   stream  bottom  areas.)      Having  the  extra  winter  range  area   is 
complimentary   to  the  draft's  winter  range   ACEC  near  Blue  Mesa. 

The  Cebolla  Creek  area,  because   of  the  presence  of  bighorn  sheep  there, 
should  be  managed  as  an  ACEC,  like  the  East  Gunnison  area,  to  protect  the 
herd's  welfare.     The  entire  Alpine  Triangle  should  be  covered  as  an  ACEC, 
preserved  for   its  wildlife   and   also   for   the   many   visitors  who  enjoy   the 
alpine  region.     It  is  rare  that  the   BLM   in  any  part  of  the  nation  should 
manage   such   a   high  elevation   area,   which   is   probably   the   most   beautiful 
recreational   area   the    BLM   oversees   anywhere.      I    know   (hat   the 
Slumgullion   Slide   is   valued  as  a   "textbook  example"  of  geological   process 
because   I   have   studied   it   in  geography  classes.      Designating   the   entire   area 
as  an   ACEC   would   surely   simplify   management   of  the   individual   resources 
like  the  Slide,  and   would  dovetail   nicely   witb   the   Wild  and  Scenic  Corridor 
of  the   Lake   Fork   Gunnison   should    the   agency   recommendation   be   changed 
in   the  draft. 

In   order   to   preserve    it   from  damming   and   more   development,   both   for   the 
wildlife  and   the  recreationists,  the   Lake   Fork   River  should  be 
recommended   to  Congress  for  Wild   and   Scenic  designation.     By   its  mere 
presence   in   the   Alpine   Triangle,    I    feel   that   it  easily   meets   (he   requirement 
for   at    least    one    outstandingly    remarkable    characteristic,   with    several. 

In  general,   the   direction   that  I   hope   the  Gunnison   Resource  Areas   takes   in 
this  RMP  is  away  from  the  BLM's  "traditional"  role  as  an  administrator  for 
mining   and   grazing  developments.      I   feel,  and   I   think  that   many   of  the 
public   feel,   that  protection  of  ecological   and   recreational   values  should   be 
elevated   over  past   levels.      I  do  not  feel   that   this  precludes  responsible 
maintenance    and   limited   expansion    of   mining    and/or   grazing   activities.      To 
be   socially   and   morally    responsible,   such    activities   must  be 


e»p^iiff?d   and 


environmentally  responsible  also,  and  thus  I  do  not  feel  that  expanffFd  and 
stronger  environment!  protections  in  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  stand  in 
the    way    of   legitimate    interests. 


Davin  Green, 
Wilderness    Study    Group 
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ALMONT.  COLORADO 


P.O.  BOX  )M 


May  20,  1991 


Hr.  Alan  L.  Kesterke,  District  Manager 

Hontro6B  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Townsend  Avenue 

Montrose,  CO  81401 

Mr.  Barry  A.  Tollefson,  Area  Hanager 
Gunnison  Basin  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Managment 
216  North  Colorado  Street 
Gunnison,  CO  81230 

Hr   Bill  Bottomly,  RMP  Team  Leader 

Hontrose  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Townsend  Avenue 

Montrose,  CO  81401 

RE  ■   COMMENTS  ON  GUNNIS""  PrinilRfg  AREA  DRAFT  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT 
PLAN  AN!  -mprTT  STATEMENT  (DRMP/DEIS). 


The  Gunnison  County  Stockgrower ' s  Association  (hereafter  GCSA  ) 
hereby  submits  its  written  comments  on  the  DRMP/DEIS  for  the  Gunnison 
Resource  Area   As  you  are  aware,  the  GSCA  was  founded  in  1894  and 
for  nearly  a  century  has  been  an  active  representative  of  the 
livestock  industry  in  the  Gunnison  watershed.   GCSA,  by  and  through 
its  membership,  represents  private  individuals,  families, 
partnerships,  corporations  and  other  entities  which  own  or  use  lands, 
water  rights,  livestock,  grazing  permits  and  leases  in  the  area 
covered  by  the  plan    As  presently  proposed,  the  Resource  Management 
Plan  or  portions  of  it  may  deny  or  alter  certain  of  these  members  the 
use  of  these  various  prope.ties.   As  such,  the  GCSA  represents 
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a  membership  that  16  or  may  be  affected  by  approval  of  the  proposed 
Resource  Management  Plan.   Should  it  become  necessary,  GCSA  has 
standing  to  protest  approval  of  this  RMP  under  43  CFR  1610.5-2 
(1990). 

These  comments  were  prepared  after  extensive  review  of  the 
DRMP/DEIS  by  a  select  committee  within  the  GCSA,  which  comments  were 
then  reviewed  by  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  GCSA  prior  to 
submission  to  the  BLM.   The  BLM  Area  Manager  made  available  a  number 
of  additional  detailed  supporting  materials  through  the  cooperation 
of  the  RMP  Team  Leader.   Their  assistance  In  that  regard  is 
appreciated. 

I .   PLANNING  ISSUE  TWO  AND  THREE  -FORAGE  CONDITIOM/RAHGB  IMPROVEMENTS 

The  Stockgrowers  are  very  concerned  about  the  "Planning  Issues" 
that  were  developed  and  are  apparently  driving  the  scope  of  the 
DRMP.   Those  "Planning  Issues  and  Criteria"  listed  on  pg.  1-6  in 
Table  1-2  seem  to  focus  a  great  deal  of  the  RMP  on  forage-related 
issues.   Specifically,  l6sue  2  states: 

"2.  What  management  should  occur  to  maintain  or  improve  forage 
conditions  in  allotments  not  covered  by  current  Allotment  Management 
Plan6  (AMPS)  or  by  outdated  management  plans?" 

As  background,  this  planning  issue  needs  to  be  analyzed  against 
Section  402  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976,  43 
U.S.C.  1751(c)  I    (d),  and  the  decisions  of  the  federal  courts  in 
Natural  Resources  Defense  Council.  Inc.  v.  Morton.  388  F.  Supp  829 
(D.D.C.  1974;   ■.     .   Andrus.  448  F.  Supp.  802  (D.D.C.  1978).   The 
upshot  of  tho6e  developments  was  twofold:  1)  the  requirement  for  the 
development  of  specific  basin  Grazing  EISs  and,  2)  the  statutory 
requirements  that  the  BLM  have  in  place,  in  current  and  constantly 
updated  AMPs  or  through  current  terms  and  conditions  in  permits  and 
leases,  provisions  which  would  protect  the  range  resource. 

The  Gunnison  Basin  Grazing  EIS  was  completed  in  1980.   For  the 
record,  GCSA  and  the  local  livestock  industry  are  very  desirous  of 
having  each  local  allotment  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  BLM 
operating  under  AMPs  that  are  current  and  properly  developed  in  full 
compliance  with  Section  8  of  the  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of 
1978  IP.L.  95-514;  92  Stat  1803).   The  recent  MOU  on  Section  8 
executed  by  the  CCA,  CWGA,  the  State  Director  and  the  Colorado 
Commissioner  of  Agriculture  stands  as  a  tool  to  assist  in  that 
process . 

GCSA  is  very  conscious  of  the  current  political  and  social 
environment  in  which  public  land  grazers  operate  in  the  west.   Our 
association  is  making  a  sincere  effort  to  put  our  industry's  best 
foot  forward,  particularly  at  the  local  level.   As  a  consequence,  we 
are  very  supportive  of  a  BLM  range  livestock  program  that  provides 
for  adequate  funding  of  a  6trong,  on-going,  AMP  driven  program  of 
rangeland  improvement  projects  within  each  allotment  and  throughout 
the  BLM  Resource  Area. 
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1 .  The  Issues  the  DRMP  and  PRMP  address  were  arrived  at  during  the 
early  scoping  process  (see  page  1-5  of  the  DRMP).  Newsletters, 
news  releases,  and  open  houses  were  utilized  in  soliciting  public 
input  on  the  issues,  which  were  initially  drawn  up  by  the  planning 
team.  Issues  1,2,  and  3  directly  focus  on  how  to  manage 
vegetation  in  the  Planning  Area.  Issue  4  indirectly  addresses 
vegetation,  as  pointed  out  in  the  response  to  comment  40  of  letter 
38. 

2.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  9  of  letter  35,  and  to 
page  3-3  of  the  DRMP  for  discussions  of  budget  needs  to 
implement  the  referenced  actions.  The  increase  mentioned  on  page 
3-3  of  the  DRMP  would  apply  to  the  PRMP  as  well.  Regarding  the 
comment  on  Allotment  Management  Plans,  please  also  refer  to  the 
discussion  under  the  italicized  subheading,  "Activity  Plans  and 
Grazing  Agreements" ,  under  Livestock  Grazing  Management  in  the 
STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  section  of  Chapter  Four  in  the  PRMP. 

3.  Please  refer  to  the  entire  discussion  of  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  in  the  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  section  of  Chapter 
Four,  in  the  PRMP,  for  information  regarding  the  updating, 
evaluating,  and  modification  of  Allotment  Management  Plans 
(AMPs). 

4.  The  implementation  plan  for  the  approved  RMP  will  be  prepared 
shortly  after  the  State  Director  signs  the  Record  of  Decision  that 
will  be  published  with  the  RMP.  Schedules  or  target  dates  the  for 
implementing  decisions  in  the  RMP,  including  writing  AMPs,  will  be 
contained  in  the  subject  implementation  plan. 

5.  Please  refer  to  page  2-5,  Chapter  Two,  of  this  PRMP  for  a 
discussion  of  the  relationship  of  this  PRMP  and  the  April,  1980, 
Draft  and  the  September,  1980,  Final  Gunnison  Basin  Livestock 
Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

6.  Please  refer  to  the  discussion  in  Chapter  Two  of  the  PRMP 
mentioned  in  the  response  immediately  above,  regarding 
implementation  of  range  treatments  and  projects,  and  the 
discussion  in  the  italicized  subheading  "Range  Improvements" , 
page  4-10,  in  Chapter  Four  of  the  PRMP. 

7.  The  livestock  grazing  management  section  of  the  prescription  for 
Management  Unit  E-11  (containing  sage  grouse  high  production 
areas)  in  the  DRMP  has  been  modified  in  the  PRMP,  and  clarifies 
the  application  of  guidelines  in  Appendix  A  for  sage  grouse 
management  relative  to  range  treatments.  In  unit  1 1  range 
treatments  and  projects  that  meet  sage  grouse  habitat 
management  objectives  and  that  are  designed  to  improve  livestock 
forage,  would  be  permitted  and  encouraged.  If  range  treatments  or 
projects  result  in  increased  forage,  once  watershed  objectives  are 
met  the  excess  forage  would  be  allocated  for  livestock  according 
to  43CFR  41 00.  The  necessity  to  modify  or  revisit  existing  activity 
plans,  MOUs,  and  other  in-place  management  documents  could 
also  arise.  Refer  to  Appendix  A  for  reorganized  and  reworded  sage 
grouse  habitat  management  guidelines.  Also,  please  refer  to  page 
2-5,  Chapter  Two,  of  this  PRMP  for  a  discussion  of  the  relationship 
of  this  PRMP  and  the  April,  1  980,  Draft  and  the  September,  1  980, 
Final  Gunnison  Basin  Livestock  Grazing  Environmental  Impact 
Statement. 

8.  Please  refer  to  the  responses  to  comments  3,  4,  5,  and  6  of  this 
letter. 

9.  Please  see  the  response  to  the  similar  comment  49  of  letter  38. 
The  BLM  believes  that  the  issues  as  stated  in  the  DRMP,  and  the 
comprehensive  nature  of  the  Draft  and  Proposed  RMPs,  as 
dictated  by  the  Supplemental  Program  Guidance  (BLM  Manual 
1  620),  adequately  address  the  importance  of  the  livestock  industry 
to  the  local  economy  within  the  planning  area. 
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ably,  despite  this  express  statutory  direction  from 

despite  the  best  intentions  from  both  the  BLM  and  the 
ccording  to  the  DRMP,  (pg.  2-28)  only  28  of  the  146 
otments  in  the  basin  have  an  AMP.   Other  information 
ubstantially  less  than  the  28  allotments  reported  in  the 
ly  have  a  current  AMP.   The  inference  from  the  "Planning 
ed  above  is  that  either:   1)  forage  conditions  are  not 
being  naintained  because  allotments  are  not  covered  by 
current  AMPs;  or  2)  the  livestock  operators  are  somehow 
the  absence  of  current  AMPs  and  the  resulting  decline  in 
ition.   It  is  not  even  clear  from  the  DRMP  which  AMPs  may 
as  current,  but  after  approval  of  this  proposed  RMP,  all 
technically  be  outdated  in  some  fashion  or  another. 


This  is  a  situation  which  needs  to  be  addressed.   Unfortunately, 
the  DRMP  is  woefully  inadequate  on  this  issue,  stating  only  that: 

"changes  and  possible  adjustments  could  remain  in  effect  until 

conditions  are  improved  or  until  new  or  revised  AMPs  or  CRMAPS  are 
developed  and  implemented.  Existing  AMPs  would  be  revised  and  new 
AMPs  or  CRMAPS  would  be  developed  at  the  rate  of  about  l-2_ 
plans/revisions  per  year."   DRMP  pg.  3-105, (emphasis  added). 


Very  simply,  by  failing  to  keep  the  AMPs  current  and 
implemented,  range  improvement  progress  is  slowed  and  permittees  are 
being  denied  the  opportunity  to  have  their  "activity  plan"  for 
grazing,  their  AMP,  developed  fully  within  the  protections  afforded 
them  by  Section  8  of  PRIA  and  the  mechanism  set  up  by  the  MOU 
mentioned  above.   Under  the  express  language  of  the  DRMP,  changes  in 
current  management  on  most  allotments  could  remain  in  effect 
indefinitely,  as  only  20  AMPs  at  a  maximum  would  be  revised  or 
developed  in  a  decade!   The  DRMP  says  little,  if  anything  about  a 
schedule  for  implementation  of  those  AMPs. 

The  DRMP  states  unequivically  that  "all  grazing  allotments  have 
use  (AUMs)  licensed  in  accordance  with  the  decisions  issued  from  the 
Gunnison  Basin  Livestock  Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(issued  June  1981)."   The  1980  Gunnison  Basin  Grazing  EIS  was 
developed  after  a  full  opportunity  for  public  participation  in 
compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  as  a 
consequence  of  the  NRDC  lawsuits  cited  above.   Committments  were  made 
by  the  BLM  to  the  livestock  industry,  environmental  interests,  and 
the  general  public  about  planned  activities  and  programs  related  to 
the  range  resource  in  the  Gunnison  basin. 

The  1980  Gunnison  Basin  Livestock  Grazing  EIS  MFP/Spring  Rest 
(which  along  with  a  complementary  Pall  Rest  Schedule  was  the  adopted 
preferred  alternative)  authorized  basin  wide  44,542  AUMS  for 
livestock  and  34,200  AUMs  for  wildlife.   Potentially  allocatable  AUMs 
for  the  long  term  (2005)  were  to  be  91,207  AUMs  for  both  livestock 
and  wildlife  by  management  only  and  111,728  AUMs  by  implementing 
management  and  vegetation  treatments.   Obviously,  there  would  be 
significant  economic  benefit  to  the  local  community  as  a  result  of  an 
increase  of  total  AUMs  from  78,742  to  111,728. 
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Range  improvemenr s ,  a  major,  itemized  component  of  the  approved 
alternatives  in  the  1980  Grazing  EIS  for  full  implementation  over 
eight  years  were  as  follows: 

1)  97,090  acres  for  vegetative  treatements  as  follows: 
-14,500  acres  by  aerial  spraying  with  2,4,-D 
-68,000  acres  by  prescribed  burning 

-14,500  acres  by  mechanical  treatment 

2)  facilities  to  be  constructed  Included: 
-197  siles  of  new  fence. 

-215  new  cattle  gaurda 

-59  new  6tockwater  reservoir* 

-63  new  vertical  or  horizontal  wells 

-181  new  springs 

-39  miles  of  water  pipelines 

-assorted  6tock  tank6,  and  trail  improvements 

In  terms  of  stocking  levels,  the  DRMP  indicates  that  only  in 
1980,  the  first  year  the  Grazing  EIS  was  implemented,  did  the  AUMs 
actually  used  by  the  local  livestock  industry  basinwide  exceed  the 
EIS  authorization  (45,034  AUMs)  and  in  all  subsequent  years  has  been 
substantially  below  both  the  available  AUMs  (active  preference) 
actually  authorized  by  the  BLM  staff  and  the  EIS  authorization   See 
DRMP,  Appendix  Table  B-2,.  ' 

Despite  a  very  through  review  of  the  DRMP,  we  could  find  no 
evidence  there  or  in  the  supporting  materials  subsequently  provided 
that  indicated  that  those  range  improvements  contemplated  by  the  1980 
Grazing  EIS  have  been  fully  or  partially  accomplished.   Nor  were  any 
specifics  set  forth  about  what  range  improvement  projects  or 
activities  were  contemplated  in  the  future  over  the  life  of  the  RMP 
This  i6  a  major  defect  in  the  DRMP  that  must  be  corrected. 

What  we  did  find  was  very  troubling  for  it  speaks  volumes  about 
the  scope,  direction,  and  focus  behind  the  above  "Planning  Issue". 
From  the  perspective  of  the  livestock  industry,  it  is  clear  that  key 
portions  of  the  1980  Grazing  EIS  as  to  range  improvements  have  not 
been  compiled  with  and  the  DRMP  is  fatally  and  legally  incomplete  in 
addressing  that  issue.   In  that  regard,  specific  attention  of  the 
Area  and  District  staff  reviewing  these  comments  is  called  to  the 
Management  Situation  Analysis  Resource  Area  Profile  for  Livestock 
Management  prepared  by  Bud  Cribley  on  January  16,  1989.   Mr   Cribley 
reported: 

"The  Rangeland  Program  Summary  (RPS)  for  the  Gunnison  Basin 
Grazing  EIS  specified  management  that  would  occur  to  resolve 
identified  problems.   Management  goals  were  to  develop  69  new  AMPs, 
revise  28  existing  AMPs,  and  to  develop  range  improvements  (fences! 
waters,  vegetation  treatments,  etc.)  on  certain  allotments  to 
implement  management.   Estimated  cost  for  the  proposed  range 
improvements  was  3.5  million  1981  dollars.   To  date  we  have  only  3 
AMPs  and  are  currently  receiving  approximately  $15,000  to  J20.000 
dollars/year  in  range  improvement  funds.   The  RPS  set  a  time  frame  of 
8  years  to  prepare  AMPs  and  implement  management  on  all  allotments 


The  BLM  acknowledges  that  livestock  grazing  is  an  important 
component  in  the  overall  management  scenario  on  public  lands  and 
provides  important  contributions  to  the  social  and  economic  fabric 
in  the  Planning  Area.  The  continuation  of  this  industry  is  important 
to  ranchers  and  BLM  livestock  permittees,  BLM,  the  general  public, 
and  the  local  economy.  We  believe  that  it  is  important  to  both 
livestock  operators  and  BLM  to  have  a  healthy  range  with 
improved  forage  conditions,  vigor,  and  distribution.  These  are  some 
of  the  goals  and  objectives  of  this  PRMP. 

The  goals  in  the  referenced  resolution  and  the  language  in  BLM's 
Issue  4  do  appear  to  be  consistent.  Please  also  see  the  opening 
paragraph  in  letter  81  from  The  Gunnison  County  Board  of  County 
Commissioners,  in  which  the  issues  are  mentioned. 

10.  Please  refer  to  numbered  item  4  on  page  4-8,  and  to  the  last 
paragraph  in  the  left-hand  column  on  page  4-9  in  the  PRMP  for 
language  regarding  adjustments  in  grazing  preference. 

1 1 .  Big  game  herd  goals  for  BLM-managed  lands,  for  both  the  interim 
and  the  long  term,  are  presented  in  the  DRMP  (see  Appendix  A, 
page  A-1)  and  in  the  PRMP,  in  expanded  tables  in  Appendix  A. 
These  goals  relate  to  the  carrying  capacity  of  the  habitat  in  the 
interim  and  for  the  long  term.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to 
comments  11,  15,  16,  and  20  of  letter  38,  regarding  habitat 
carrying  capacities  and  the  relationship  between  CDOW  and  BLM 
regarding  requests  for  reductions  in  population  numbers.  Please 
also  refer  to  the  reworded  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  section  of 
STANDARD  MANAGEMENT,  in  Chapter  Four  of  the  PRMP  for 
language  regarding  carrying  capacities. 

Recommendations  were  made  in  the  DRMP  to  hold  big  game 
populations  within  habitat  carrying  capacity  on  public  lands  (please 
see  Table  A-3,  page  A-1,  in  the  DRMP).  As  a  result  of  our 
monitoring  studies,  our  primary  concerns  are  with  the  long  range 
herd  goals  for  deer.  In  Table  A-3,  page  A-1,  in  the  DRMP,  BLM 
recommends  lower  interim  herd  goals  for  deer  until  shrub 
production  and  vigor  increases. 

12.  In  1983,  this  resource  area  initiated  an  intensive  monitoring  effort 
to  evaluate  decisions  that  were  made  at  the  completion  of  the 
1 980  Management  Framework  Plan  and  the  Grazing  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  In  1985,  this  monitoring  effort  was  further 
refined.  The  BLM  used  aerial  observations,  CDOW  information, 
1980  wildlife  AUM  figures,  and  9  years  of  monitoring  results.  As 
a  result,  over  20  individual  files  which  represent  segments  of  the 
winter  range  were  established  to  intensively  monitor  elk  and  deer 
use  in  these  areas.  These  files  contain  information  about  utilization, 
trend,  form  class,  and  distribution  for  uplands  and  riparian 
vegetation  communities.  Including  the  data  would  have  greatly 
increased  the  size  of  the  referenced  documents,  and  would  have 
served  little  purpose.  These  files  are  available  for  review  in  the 
Gunnison  Resource  Area  office. 

This  information  was  used  as  the  basis  to  recommend  elk  and  deer 
carrying  capacities  on  public  lands  (pleaseLsee  Tables  in  Appendix 
A  of  the  DRMP,  or  Tables  in  Appendix  A  in  the  PRMP).  The  BLM 
has  a  concern  at  this  time  regarding  whether  winter  ranges  on 
public  lands  can  support  that  portion  of  CDOW's  long  range  herd 
goals  for  deer  without  further  impacting  habitat  conditions  on 
winter  ranges.  Although  utilization  on  winter  areas  has  been  within 
proper  levels  for  the  most  part,  there  are  areas  where  we  have 
concerns  about  the  condition  and  quality  of  some  of  these  shrub 
stands,  such  as  in  the  Cimmaron  area,  the  canyon  along  Cebolla 
Creek,  and  areas  along  Cochetopa  Canyon.  This  condition  appears 
to  have  occurred  sometime  in  the  past,  perhaps  during  the  sixties 
when  deer  populations  were  extremely  high.  For  these  reasons, 
BLM  would  prefer  to  see  deer  numbers  on  public  lands  lowered  by 
about  30%  in  the  interim  in  several  areas,  in  order  to  allow  habitat 
conditions  and  vigor  to  be  improved.  By  following  interim  herd  goal 
recommendations  in  table  A-3  in  the  DRMP,  and  in  Table  A-4  in  the 
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scheduled   for    intensive  managn.ent.      Obviously   those   11.ana9e1.ent   gcals 
have   not   been  achieved.      The   primary    reason    is,    and   has   been,    a   lacK 
of   manpower   to  provide   all    the    functions   of    the   grazing 
administration  program   plus   development   of    new  AMPs,    and   the    lacs  of 
range    improvement   funds   to    implement    the    types   of   management 

desciibed   in   the  RPS Our    implementation   period   has   changed   from  B 

years  (which  has  already  elapsed)  to  approlimately  50-75  y 
on  past  and  current  capabilities  within  the  PA."  HWBALj 
16.    1999,    P9-    5. 

Mr     Cribley  then  outlined   bis   views   on  the  general  conditions  of 
the  range  resource   In   the  Resource  Area.      As   regards   range 
Improvements  be  reported: 

"One   of   the   range    improvement    options   that  was    identified   in  the 
Gunnison   Basin  Grazing   BIS  was   vegetative   treatment.        There  were 
over   97   000  acres  of   sagebrush   rangelands   that  were    identified  for 
treatment.      This   represents   over    30%    fof    the    rangeland   suitable   for 
grazing   In   the  PA." 

"As  we  have  started   to  conduct    treatments,    concerns   are  being 
expressed   as  to  what   the    impacts   of   this   much   treatment   will   have  on 
wildlife  habitat. -Some   of    the   most    important   wildlife   habitat   eilsts 
on  sites  that  have  the  best   potential    for  vegetative  treatments. 

He  concluded:      "It    is    important    that   vegetative   treatments 
remain  a   viable  management   option    for   managing    livestock   grazing  and 
not   be   restricted   to   the  point    that    those   treatments   not   be 
beneficial    to  overall    resource   managment."      USA/RAP,    P9      7. 

His   comments   are   especially    important   given   that   Congress   has 
previously   in  PIPMA  announced   and   declared: 

"The  Congress  declares   that    It    Is   the  policy  of   the  United 
States   that: 

(12)  the  public  land  be  managed  in  a  manner  which  recognizes  the 
Nations  need  for  domestic  sources  of  minerals,  food,  timber  and  fiber 
from   the  public   lends."    4}   DSC.    1701    (12). 

In  furtherence  of   that  policy,    Congresm  has   further  found  and 
required: 

"Congress  finds   that   a   substantial   amount  of   the  Federal    range 
lands   Is   deteriorating   in  quality,    and   that   installation  of 
additional   range   improvements   could   arrest   much   of    the   continuing 
deterioration  and  could    lead   to  substantial   betterment   of   >°r»9« 
conditions  with  resulting  benefits   to  wildlife,    watershed  protection. 

and   livestock  production Such  rehabilitation,    protection,    and 

improvements   shall    Include  all   forms   of    range    land   betterment 
Including,    but  not    limited  to,    seeding   and   reseeding,    fence 
construction,   weed   control,    water   development   and   fish   and  wildllle 
habitat   enchancement."    43   O.S.C.    1751    (b)  ( 1 )  (emphasis   added). 


PRMP,  the  habitat  quality  of  these  areas  would  be  expected  to 
increase,  and  with  the  addition  of  some  projects  it  is  anticipated 
that  the  habitat  carrying  capacity  would  eventually  support  CDOW 
long  range  herd  goals,  and  at  the  same  time  sustain  the  improved 
habitat  conditions.  The  numbers  of  animals  in  Table  A-3  in  the 
DRMP  represent  those  that  would,  in  the  recommended  interim,  be 
expected  to  occur  throughout  the  entire  Planning  Area.  Please  see 
the  Appendix  A  in  the  PRMP  for  expanded  tables. 

13.  The  following  information  is  provided  to  display  how  elk  numbers 
are  estimated  for  lands  in  the  Planning  Area  in  GMUs  54,  55,  66, 
67,  551,  and  small  parts  of  64  and  65.  The  information  is  based 
on  data  from  the  CDOW.  Yearly  populations  are  based  on  a 
biological  year  which  starts  in  the  spring  after  calving  and  ends 
before  new  calves  are  born  the  next  calving  season.  In  table  2-16, 
on  page  2-23  of  the  DRMP,  the  numbers  present  are  post-hunt 
figures  only  and  do  not  include  winter  mortality.  If  winter  mortality 
is  included,  the  number  of  animals  going  into  the  biological  year 
would  be  less.  The  number  of  elk  at  the  end  of  the  biological  year 
are  the  population  figures  that  are  used  by  CDOW  and  others  to 
determine  yearly  population  numbers. 

Using  the  data  from  CDOW,  estimates  for  elk  populations  for  the 
Planning  Area  during  the  biological  year  for  1990  appears  below. 

1990  BIOLOGICAL  YEAR  -  ELK 
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15,857 


15,314     10,167 


9,128 


In  the  face  of  this  clear  Congressional  policy  and  direction 
encouraging  range  improvements  and  the  express  goals  and  targets  of 
the  Gunnison  Basin  court-ordered  Grazing  BIS,  other  new  constraints 
aie  being  placed  on  further  vegetative  treatments  even  prior  to 
adoption  of  the  DRMP.   The  MOU  on  The  Gunnison  Basin  Sage  Grouse 
Habitat  Management  Guidelines  between  the  BLM,  forest  Service,  and 
the  CDOW  provides  guidelines  that  restrict  or  discourage  land 
treatments  on  potentially  vast  acreages  of  land  within  the  Planning 
Area.   This  document  acts  as  a  limitation  upon  and  is  in  direct 
conflict  with  portions  of  the  range  improvement  program  of  the 
Gunnison  Basin  Grazing  BIB.   Moreover,  the  DRMP  Preferred  Alternative 
states  that  "identified  sage  grouse  brood-rearing  habitat  and  nesting 
areas,  and  winter  habitat  would  be  maintained  or  Improved.   Sagebrush 
and  riparian  vegetation  would  be  managed  to  achieve  a  harvest  goal  of 
1,000  grouse  annually."   To  the  extent  this  contemplates  limiting 
previously  scheduled  vegetative  treatments,  this  management  proposal 
is  in  conflict  with  the  Grazing  BIS  and  potentially  violates  43 
U.S.C.  1751(b)(1). 

In  the  Standard  Management  proposed  for  both  "Vegetation"  (p. 
3-103}  and  "Livestock  Grazing  Management"  (p.  3-105)  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  the  DRMP  sets  a  very  high  standard  of 
management  for  the  livestock  industry.   Strategies  for  livestock 
grazing  management  "could  Include  and  require  changes  in  turn-out 
dates,  season  of  use,  duration  and  frequency  of  grazing  use  and  would 
be  accomplished  with  grazing  system  prescriptions  which  invlove 
deferment,  rest  or  totatioD.   New  livestock  facilities  and  land 
treatments  would  be  developed  if  needed  to  achieve  AMP  or  CRMAP  or 
other  objectives . " 

In  summary  then,  our  review  of  the  DRMP  and  the  supporting 
information  indicates: 

1)  Basin-wide,  livestock  grazing  levels  are  currently  below 
both  the  levels  required  by  the  RPS  Gunnison  Basin  BIS  and  the  Active 
Authorized  Use. 

2)  AKPs  have  not  been  developed  on  schedule  by  the  BLM  and  in 
fact,  are  significantly  behind  schedule. 

3)  The  total  program  of  range  improvement  contemplated  by  the 
Grazing  BIS,  a  significant  and  major  element  of  that  document,  has 
not  been  implemented  to  the  detriment  of  the  range  resource,  wildlife 
habitat,  and  the  local  livestock  industry. 

4)  Additional  actions  have  been  taken  in  the  name  of  other 
resources  (e.g.  the  sage  grouse  MOO)  that  potentially  have  aggravated 
the  problea. 

5)  The  RKP  intends  a  major  change  in  the  policy  and  approach 
for  range  improvement  specifically  and  livestock  management  generally 
and  has  failed  to  even  superfically  address  the  above  issues 

These  are  major  issues  that  the  RMP  must  develop  in  much  greater 
detail  and  deal  with,  resolving  the  issues  and  providing  guidance  for 


14. 


Column  1  includes  the  estimated  number  of  elk  surviving  through 
the  winter  plus  new  calves  born  that  year. 

Column  2  is  the  estimate  of  the  numbers  of  elk  that  live  until  the 
beginning  of  hunting  season(s). 

Column  3  represents  post-hunt  estimates. 

Column  4  is  the  estimated  number  of  elk  that  survived  the  winter, 
and  before  new  calves  are  born.  The  number  in  this  column 
represents  the  estimate  of  the  population  of  elk  for  management 
purposes  by  BLM. 

Providing  post-hunt  figures  in  the  DRMP  for  the  period  indicated  in 
the  comment  would  not  add  significantly  to  the  analysis  conducted 
in  the  document.  The  figures  are  available  from  the  CDOW  or  BLM 
on  request.  Significant  environmental  consequences  anticipated 
from  wildlife  habitat  management  in  each  alternative  are  addressed 
in  Chapter  Four  of  the  DRMP. 

Please  see  the  responses  to  comment  12  and  13  of  this  letter.  A 
rewrite  of  the  wildlife  habitat  management  component  of  the 
Resource  Area  Profile  portion  of  the  Management  Situation 
Analysis  is  not  warranted  at  this  time,  as  the  amount  of  new 
information  pertinent  to  the  resource  would  not  be  substantial.  The 
BLM's  Supplemental  Program  Guidance  was  followed  in  the 
preparation  of  the  wildlife  habitat  capacities  that  have  been 
determined.  Other  authorized  uses  were  also  considered  to  the 
extent  necessary  in  the  determination  of  all  resource  information 
in  the  DRMP  and  MSA. 
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That 


the  public  and  the  resource  users .   A  Resource  Management  Plan  is 
required  to  establish  in  a  written  form  the  allowable  resource  ue 
and  specifically:   "the  general  management  practices  needed  to 
achieve  the  above  items,"  43  CFR  1601.0-5(k)  (2)  *  (4)  (1990). 
language  would  certainly  include  the  vegetative  treatments  and  range 
improvement  program.   What  the  DRMP  contemplates  is  a  major  reversal 
of  a  prior  policy  promoting  range  improvement  and  vegetative 
treatments.   The  proposed  level  of  range  improvements  under  the  RMP 
i6  simply  not  etated  in  any  detail.   A  complete  rationale  for  the 
subtle  but  major  change  in  policy  is  not  provided.   At  do  point  is 
the  failure  of  the  BLM  to  develop  AMPs  in  a  more  timely  fashion, 
(more  than  1  to  2  a  year,  let  alone  that  contemplated  In  the  grazing 
BIS)  addressed  by  the  RMP.   What  levels  of  sagebrush  treatment  are 
going  to  be  sustained  and  implemented  on  a  basinwide  basis  under  the 
RMP?  What  levels  of  manpower  and  funding  are  available  for  these 
efforts?  What  is  the  proposed  implementation  schedule?  What  will  be 
the  effect  presently  and  over  the  long  term  of  non-compliance  with 
the  Grazing  EIS? 

The  DRMP  paints  a  distorted  picture  of  declining  range 
conditions  and  the  need  for  further  management  conditions  to  be 
placed  on  the  livestock  industry  locally  yet  ignores  the  serious  and 
continuing  decline  in  range  treatment  efforts.   The  consequences  of 
the  inadequacies  of  the  DRMP  on  this  issue  are  seriously  detrimental, 
both  to  the  livestock  industry  and  the  long  term  vegetative  habitat 
in  the  Gunnison  Basin. 

1 1 .   PLANNING  ISSUE  FOUR/  LOCAL  ECONOHIES 

Planning  Issue  4.  of  the  DRMP  states: 

"In  view  of  the  importance  of  recreation  and  tourism  for  local 
economies,  what  steps  can  be  taken  to  improve  recreation  diversity 
and  opportunities,  while  preserving  the  resources  necessary  for 
desirable  recreation  settings?"  DRMP,  pg.  1-6. 

Pursuant  to  the  authority  contained  in  43  CFR  1610.4-1  (1990), 
which  authority  allows  for  changes  in  planning  criteria  based  on 
public  suggestions,  the  GCSA  requests  that  Planning  Iseue  4  be 
changed  and  the  DRMP  revised  to  reflect  planning  based  in  part  on  the 
following  planning  criteria: 

In  view  of  the  i mportance  of  recreation,  tourism  and  agriculture 
for  local  economie s.  and  the  interrelation s h ip  be tween  these 

industries  in  the  planning  area,  what  steps  ran  be  taken  to  improve 
ortunities  for  both  recreation  and  agriculture, 


the  diversity  and   _ 

while  pre s erving  the  resources  necessary  for  hnth  a  desirable 

recreation  setting  and  a  stable  local  agricultural  economy? 

This  change  is  requested  because,  it  simply  requires  the  RMP  be 
developed  based  on  the  actual  realities  of  the  current  socio-economic 
situation  of  the  local  economy  in  the  Gunnison  Basin  and  because  it 
is  much  more  consistent  with  the  officially  adopted  Land  Ose 
Resolution  of  Gunnison  County.   Under  43  CFR  1610.3-2  (1990),  RMPs 
must  be  "consistent  with  offically  approved  or  adopted  resource 


15.  The  BLM  would  continue  to  work  closely  with  CDOW  at  all  levels 
regarding  herd  goals  and  carrying  capacities  on  public  land. 

16.  The  boundaries  of  Management  Units  for  the  alternatives  in  the 
DRMP  are  shown  on  Maps  1  through  4  in  an  envelope  in  the  back 
of  the  DRMP,  at  a  scale  of  1:200,000  (1 '  =  3.1  5  miles).  Regarding 
Management  Unit  E-7,  a  unit  recommended  for  ACEC  designation 
in  Alternative  E,  specific  input  from  the  public  was  solicited 
regarding  the  nomination  of  the  ACECs  the  BLM  would  screen  for 
further  analysis.  See  Appendix  H  for  a  discussion  of  the  ACEC 
process  and  the  nominated  ACECs.  The  BLM,  during  the  90-day 
public  input  period  for  making  comments  on  the  DRMP,  did  solicit 
input  on  all  elements  of  the  DRMP,  including  all  unit  boundaries. 
Earlier  input  from  the  public  was  solicited  at  scoping  meetings  and 
through  newsletters. 

17.  We  realize  that  the  majority  of  elk  and  deer  winter  ranges  on  BLM 
managed  lands  are  also  important  spring  and  early  summer 
livestock  grazing  ranges.  This  recognition  has  been  included  in  the 
descriptions  of  Management  Units  7  and  1  2  in  the  PRMP. 

18.  Our  winter  range  maps  are  based  on  information  collected  by 
individuals  in  our  office  over  several  years  of  monitoring,  and 
information  from  the  CDOW  and  the  Forest  Service.  These  maps 
depict  areas  that  elk  and  deer  depend  on  during  the  winter  months. 
The  maps  are  not  based  on  land  ownership,  and  do  include  private, 
state,  and  Forest  Service  lands,  since  the  animals  migrate  back  and 
forth  across  the  Planning  Area.  Many  of  the  resource  data  maps 
BLM  uses  in  RMP  preparation  tasks  include  these  same  or  different 
mixed  ownerships.  These  maps  are  not  meant  to  imply  that  BLM 
authorizes  the  use  of  private  lands  for  any  purpose,  or  that  BLM 
exercises  any  authority  for  the  use  or  grazing  of  wildlife  on  private 
lands.  The  BLM  will  continue  to  establish  and  manage  capacities 
for  BLM  managed  lands  only. 


10 


related  plane  and  the  policies  and  programs  c< 


ntained  therein, 


Gunnison  County  has  adopted  a  Land  Use  Resolution  under  the 
authority  granted  it  by  the  State  of  Colorado  for  a  number  of 
distinct  purposes,  including: 

"(5)  To  encourage  and  strengthen  the  established  industries  of 
agriculture,  mining,  tourism  and  education."   Gjmnlson  County  Land 
Ose  Resolution,  2nd  Ed.,  May  8,  1984  as  amended  May  16,  1989,  pg.  1. 


In  furtherence  of  that  policy.  Section  2-102(1)  of  the  LUR 
announces  as  follows: 


"Section  2-102 
the  economic  land  ui 


ECONOMIC  LAND  USE  POLICIES. 
b  policies  of  Gunnison  County 


The  following  are 


(1)   To  encourage  and  strengthen  the  existing  industries  of 
agriculture,  tourism,  recreation,  mining  and  education;  to  promote 
greater  diversity  in  the  County  economy  to  broaden  employment 
opportunities  and  reduce  seasonal  employment  fluctuation  in  a  manner 
that  will  not  endanger  or  detract  from  the  for eooing  existing 
industries , "  (emphasis  added). 

Planning  Issue  Four  simply  is  not  consistent  on  its  face  with 
this  basic  policy  of  the  local  government  as  is  required  by  43  CFR 
1610. 3-2(a)(1990) .   It  clearly  does  not  address  the  impact  on  local 
economies  as  is  expressly  required  by  43  CFR  1601.0-8  (1990)  because 
it  ignores  the  agricultural  industry.   As  the  representative  of  the 
existing  agriculture  industry  in  Gunnison  County,  GCSA  requests  that 
Planning  Issue  4  be  revised  as  stated  above  and  appropriate  revisions 
in  the  DRMP  be  made  based  on  the  new  planning  criteria. 

III.   WILDLIFE  ISSUES 

A.   Elk  Populations 

The  DRMP,  under  Wildlife  Habitat  Management,  includes  the 
following  statement  for  standard  management  in  some  form  under  nearly 
all  the  proposed  alternatives: 

"The  Habitat  Management  Plan  (HMP)  for  the  planning  area  would 
be  revised  and  implemented  consistent  with  BLM's  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Plan  for  Colorado-Program  for  the  Decade. .. .Objectives  of  the  revised 
HMP  would  include,  but  would  not  be  limited  to,  methods  to  manage 
public  lands  "to  help  meet  CDOW  long  range  herd  goals."   DRMP,  pg 
3-103,3-104. 

In  fact,  at  several  points  in  the  DRMP  reference  is  made  to  a 
goal  being  "to  help  meet  CDOW  long-range  herd  goal6",   See,  e.g., 
pgs.  3-118,  3-123,  4-6. 

However,  in  striking  contrast,  at  no  point  in  the  DRMP  is  there 
reference  made  to  a  similiar  goal  of  the  BLM  being  to  reach  full 
Active  Authorization  of  all  Grazing  Preference  AUMs  currently  legally 


19.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  18  of  this  letter.  By  law,  the 
BLM  must  consider  adjacent  property  in  the  development  of  RMPs. 
The  BLM  proposes  no  management  actions  for  private  lands  in  the 
Planning  Area.  Maps  showing  all  habitat  types  considered  and 
utilized  in  the  DRMP  and  PRMP  are  available  for  review  in  BLM's 
Gunnison  office. 

20.  The  required  mitigation  for  sagebrush  treatments  in  the  DRMP  has 
been  changed  such  that  these  measures  in  the  PRMP  are  guidelines 
that  would  be  considered  whenever  possible  as  land  and 
vegetation  treatments  are  planned  and  implemented.  The  lands 
that  the  measures  would  apply  to  has  also  been  changed.  Please 
refer  to  Appendix  A  in  the  PRMP  for  the  changed  guidelines.  The 
guidelines  would  not  necessarily  limit  opportunities,  but  could  alter 
traditional  ways  that  land  or  vegetative  treatments  have  been 
accomplished  on  public  lands  in  the  Planning  Area.  Instead  of 
treating  large  blocks  of  sagebrush  for  one  resource,  plans  would 
include  possible  methods  to  benefit  other  resources,  such  as  sage 
grouse.  Also,  plans  may  limit  the  amount  of  sagebrush  that  can  be 
treated  in  one  area. 

The  guidelines  would  affect  the  decisions  in  the  referenced 
document  just  as  the  PRMP  would  be  effected.  Please  refer  to 
page  2-5,  Chapter  Two,  of  this  PRMP  for  a  discussion  of  the 
relationship  of  this  PRMP  and  the  April,  1980,  Draft  and  the 
September,  1980,  Final  Gunnison  Basin  Livestock  Grazing 
Environmental  Impact  Statements. 
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authorized  in  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area,  i.e.,  62,390  AUMs.   These 
AUMs  have  been  legally  authorized  under  the  authority  of  the  Taylor 
Grazing  Act  of  1934,  43  U.S.C.  315,  et.  seq.,  and  reaffirmed  under 
provisions  of  FLPMA,  43  U.S.C.  1701  et.  seq. ,  yet  many  are  currently 
being  held  in  suspension.   The  contrast  on  this  issue  is  at  the  heart 
of  a  number  of  resource  management  issues  in  the  Gunnison  Basin  and 
while  we  recognize  that  the  DRMP  includes  "recommendations"  for  short 
term  reductions  in  certain  big  game  populations,  the  GCSA  objects 
most  strongly  to  the  overall  theme  of  the  DRMP  in  this  area. 

The  Gunnison  County  Stockgrower ' s  Association  believes  that  it 
is  time  to  critically  re-examine  the  working  relationship  of  the  BLM, 
the  CDOW,  the  DSFS,  and  the  private  land  ownership  entites  as  regards 
the  habitat  capacity  for  terrestial  wildlife  in  the  Gunnison  Basin. 
GCSA  believes  that  the  current  long  term  goals  of  the  CDOW  in  terms 
of  elk  numbers  in  local  DAOs  are  too  high  with  increasing  controversy 
and  significant  resource  damage  on  both  public  and  private  land  as  a 
consequence.   Elk  numbers  over  much  of  the  Planning  Area  have  risen 
dramatically  over  the  past  few  years  and  despite  nearly  five  months 
of  hunting  during  recent  years,  with  resultant  impacts  to  both  public 
and  private  land  from  the  increased  recreational  activity,  the 
post-hunt  numbers  remain  well  above  the  CDOW  long-range  goals.   As 
the  major  representative  of  the  private  land  ownership  base  in  the 
Planning  Area,  the  GCSA  believes  that  as  part  of  this  RMP  process, 
the  big  game  population  goals  in  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  must  be 
determined  based  on  the  habitat  capacity  of  the  critical  winter  range 
areas.   This  effort  must  take  place  at  this  stage  of  the 
management/planning  process  during  the  development  of  the  RMP,  as  the 
RHP  will  guide  and  drive  all  subsequent  activity  plans. 

The  BLM,  as  the  manager  of  the  public  land,  has  a  broad 
,   s;bility  to  the  public  to  maintain  or  improve  the  habitat  for 
wildlife.   Ke  believe  part  of  that  responsibility  is  insuring  that 
population  levels  for  wildlife,  just  like  stocking  rates  for  domestic 
livestock,  are  consistent  with  the  available  critical  habitat.   This 
simply  was  not  done  in  the  DRMP  and  is  required  under  the  BLM's  own 
authorities.   As  such  the  DRMP  is  legally  insufficient  and 
incomplete. 

Under  43  CFR  1601 . 0-5(k) ( 1990) ,  a  Resource  Management  Plan  means 
a  land  use  plan  as  described  by  FLPMA.  It  "generally  establishes  in  a 
written  document: 

(2)  Allowable  resource  uses  (either  singly  or  in  combination) 
and  related  levels  of  production  or  use  to  be  maintained;"  43  CFR 
1601.0-5(k)(2)(1990}(emphasis  added). 

In  develping  the  RMP,  the  District  or  Area  Manager  is  required 
to  analyze  the  inventory  data  collected  on  significant  issues  and 
decisions  with  the  greatest  potential  impact.  43  CFR  1610.4-3  (1990). 
They  are  required  to  "determine  the  ability  of  the  resource  area  to 
respond  to  identified  issues  and  opportunities."  43  CFR  1610.4-4 
(1990).   A  factor  to  be  considered  is: 

"(d)  The  estimated  sustained  levels  of  the  various  goods, 


The  1 982  HMP  would  be  revised  to  accommodate  the  decisions  in 
the  approved  RMP.  The  HMP  objective  for  sage  grouse  are  to 
maintain  habitat  on  200,000  acres  of  public  land  to  support 
minimum  population  of  24,000  sage  grouse,  and  maintain  nesting 
cover  for  sage  grouse  on  over  200,000  acres  of  public  land  by 
providing  a  minimum  of  20%  canopy  closure  of  sagebrush  or  50% 
of  the  land  area  with  slopes  less  than  1  2%  within  two  miles  of 
identified  leks.  If  necessary,  this  and  other  objectives  in  the  HMP 
would  be  revised  as  a  result  of  the  Approved  RMP. 

Site  specific  areas  have  not  yet  been  identified  for  proposed  range 
treatments.  Selection  of  sites  would  be  based  on  factors  such  as 
livestock  use,  sagebrush  cover,  lek  locations,  and  potential  for 
improvements.  Treatments  would  also  consider  or  include  grazing 
systems  that  would  achieve  better  understory  conditions,  including 
non-traditional  grazing  processes,  such  as  intensive  grazing  for 
short  periods  of  time. 

According  to  C.  Braun,  a  recognized  sage  grouse  expert,  existing 
hunting  seasons  in  the  Gunnison  valley  do  not  have  an  effect  on 
overall  grouse  populations,  because  up  to  50%  of  the  small  game 
bird  population  will  die  by  the  end  of  the  year  regardless  of 
whether  or  not  they  are  hunted.  Hunting  seasons  are  based  on 
taking  a  portion  of  this  50%. 

Based  on  sage  grouse  harvest  data,  trends  in  harvest  have 
remained  fairly  consistent  over  the  past  10  years,  with  a  10-15%. 
variability.  Historically,  sage  grouse  harvests  were  much  higher 
than  500  birds.  Long-time  residents  of  the  valley  talk  about  grouse 
being  harvested  in  wagon-loads. 

The  BLM  has  no  information  on  the  effects  of  predator  impacts  to 
grouse  within  the  valley;  however  up  to  50%  of  the  birds  have 
been  taken  by  predators  in  other  locations. 
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services  and  uses  that  may  be  attained  under  existing  biological  and 
physical  conditions "  43  CFR  1610. 4-4(<*) ( 1990) . 

Finally  the  regulations  provide  a  firm  requirement  that  "the 
District  or  Area  Hanager  shall  estimate  and  display  the  physical, 
biological,  economic,  and  social  effects  of  implementing  each 
alternative  considered  in  detail."  43  CFR  1610.4-6  (1990). 

The  BLM  Manual  also  provides  that  the  first  goal  of  overall 
habitat  management  is  to  "Ensure  pptimujp_.popglation6  and  a  natural 
abundance  and  diversity  of  wildlife  resources  on  public  lands..."  BLM, 
Manual,  Part  6500.12  A.,  6/17/80. 

The  BLM  Manual  further  states  "it  is  BLM  policy  to  manage 
habitat  with  emphasis  on  ecosystems  to  ensure  self-sustaining 
populations,  BLM  Manual  6500.06,  6/17/88,  and  to  "prepare  and 
maintain  on  a  continuing  basis,  an  inventory  of  the  wildlife  and  fish 
resources,  plant  communities,  and  threatened,  endangered,  and 
candidate  (special  status)  species  on  the  public  lands.   BLM  Manual 
6500.06  (A. ), 6/17/88. 

Based  on  this  significant  regulatory  authority  concerning 
wildlife  populations  and  the  planning  process,  GCSA  has  carefully  and 
critically  reviewed  all  the  underlying  data  supporting  the  DRMP/E1S 
as  well  a6  the  DRMP  itself  for  evidence  that  the  population  levels 
were  recommended  based  on  a  careful  and  detailed  review  of  the 
capacity  and  capability  of  the  winter  habitat  to  support  those 
population  goals.   That  review  included  the  MSA/PAP  for 
Wildlife-Intro,  and  the  MSA/RAP  for  Wildlife,  Elk/Deer  prepared 
1/13/89  by  Mr.  Joe  Capodice.   Additionally,  we  have  reviewed  the 
current  HMP  executed  June  7,  1982  by  the  then  Area  and  District  BLM 
Managers  ar:d  the  then  Pegional  Manager  of  the  CDOW.   We  have  also 
reviewed  "A  Fish  and  Wildlife  Plan  for  Colorado-Program  for  the 
Decade,  referenced  in  the  DRMP.   That  document  is  ambiquious  and 
avoids  the  issue,  contemplat ing  that  big  game  habitats  will  be 
managed  "in  accordance  with  population  levels  stated  in  resource 
management  plans  and  in  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife's  Data 
Analysis  Unit  Management  Plans."   Fish  and  Wildlife  Plan  for 
Colorado,  (1990),  pg.  21.   It  then  further  states  that  a  planned 
action  is  to  "maintain  wintering  big  game  populations  at  levels 
compatible  with  forage  resources."  Id.,  (emphasis  added). 

None  of  these  documents  addresses  specifically  and  in  detail, 
the  habitat  capability  of  the  various  critical  winter  ranges  in  the 
Gunnison  Planning  Area  to  maintain  the  various  projected  or  desired 
big  game  populations.   While  the  MSA/RAP  of  Mr.  Capodice  generally 
discusses  trend,  utilization  in  certain  vegetative  types,  the 
analysis  is  at  a  background  level  only  in  the  most  general  terms. 
Under  the  regulations,  BLM  is  legally  required  in  both  the  MSA  and 
the  RMP  to  develop  and  consider  "critical  threshold  levels"  in  the 
formulation  of  planned  alternatives.  See,  43  CFR  1 610 . 4-4 ( l )( 1990 ) . 
For  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area,  the  capacity  of  the  winter  big  game 
habitat  is  such  a  critical  threshold  level. 

The  consequences  of  this  inadequacy  within  the  DFMP  are 


!1.  The  size  of  Management  Unit  E-1 1  is  based  on  the  need  for 
management  of  sage  grouse  habitat  in  the  unit,  and  overall 
biodiversity  of  the  Planning  Area.  Economic  dependence  or 
contributions  are  only  one  of  the  many  factors  used  to  decide  the 
management  for  a  particular  area  in  the  RMP  process.  Existing 
conditions,  needs,  and  manageability  are  other  factors,  but  these 
are  not  all-inclusive.  Granted,  it  is  difficult  to  determine  the  exact 
degree  of  local  dependence  on  grouse,  but  individuals  come  from 
as  far  away  as  Denver,  Colorado  Springs,  Canon  City,  Pueblo, 
Alamosa,  Montrose  and  Grand  Junction  to  hunt  Gunnison  grouse. 
Research  shows  that  the  sage  grouse  in  the  Planning  area  are 
unique  compared  to  other  western  grouse,  and  as  a  result  of 
habitat  alteration  or  eradication,  the  Gunnison  valley  habitat  and 
population  could  be  considered  to  be  very  important  to  the  viability 
of  the  species. 

\2.  The  DRMP  does  not  recommend  the  introduction  or  reintroduction 
of  species,  but  rather  authorizes  the  inventory  and  consideration 
of  such  actions  for  certain  species  at  a  possible  later  date.  As  such 
proposals  are  made,  they  could  be  authorized  according  to  the 
referenced  language.  Factors  and  questions  identified  in  the 
comment,  in  addition  to  many  others,  would  be  considered  in  the 
environmental  analysis,  which  would  be  subject  to  public  review 
before  decisions  are  made  to  actually  implement  proposals. 

13.  Please  refer  to  the  prescription  for  Management  Unit  2  in  the  PRMP 
for  information  on  introducing  moose  into  the  referenced  area. 

24.  Please  refer  to  numbered  item  4  on  page  4-8,  and  to  the  last 
paragraph  in  the  left-hand  column  on  page  4-9  in  the  PRMP  for 
language  regarding  adjustments  in  grazing  preference. 
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significant.   Fust,  the  planned  population  level 
EU6pact .   At  best  they  are  an  educated  guess.   At  worse,  an  arbitrary 
and  capricious  determination  by  management.   Secondly,  the  failure  to 
address  habitat  capacity  potentially  constitutes  an  abdication  of  the 
broad  management  authority  of  the  BLM  over  the  public  lands  in  favor 
of  the  State  wildlife  agency.   Third,  the  DRMP  leaves  unresolved  many 
critical  issues  such  as:  a)  the  actual  effect  on  prior  Mm 
allocations  for  livestock  and  wildlife;  or  b)  whether  the  BLM  bas 
determined  that  current  populations  are  "reasonable*4  within  the 
framework  of  the  MOU  of  2/14/75  executed  between  the  BLM  and  the 
CDOW. 

The  complexity  of  the  issue  of  big  game  population  levels  is 
indicated  perhaps  best  by  simply  comparing  previous  stated  goals  and 
objectives  and  current  actual  numbers.   The  1980  Gunnison  Basin 
Grazing  EIS  was  developed  based  on  elk  numbers  at  8,500  head.   The 
1982  Habitat  Management  Plan  was  developed  and  based  on  8,200  head. 
The  DRMP  asks  for  "short  ter»"  reductions  ba6ln  wide  to  an  "interim" 
level  of  8,800  head.   The  CDOW  long-range  goal,  which  is  referenced 
at  several  points  in  the  DRMP  as  a  goal  of  the  BLM,  is  9,000  head  of 
elk  basin  wide.   The  actual  post  hunt  populations  indicate  a  steady 
Increase  in  populations,  even  through  significant  post-season  cow 
hunts  have  been  authorized  by  tbe  CDOW  and  encouraged  by  local 
interests.   The  actual  numbers  since  1980  have  been  reported  to  us  by 
the  BLM  in  supporting  materials.   Id  not  one  year  over  tbe  last 
decade  are  those  levels  at  or  below  the  9,000  head  CDOW  goal,  let 
alone  the  levels  contemplated  by  any  of  the  aforementioned  BLM 
documents.   Those  actual  post  hunt  population  numbers  should  be 
reproduced  in  tbe  DRMP  and  the  consequences  of  that  increase, 
including  an  analysis  of  forage  consumption  by  big  game  on  BLM  lands, 
fully  disclosed  in  the  DRMP. 

As  a  consequence  of  these  concerns,  the  Stockgrowers  hereby  request 
that  as  a  condition  of  approval  of  the  RHP  that  the  BLM  develop  and 
determine,  within  tbe  context  of  a  new  MSA/RAP  on  wildlife  what  tbe 
sustainable  big  game  habitat  capacity  is  on  BLM  lands  within  the 
Planning  Area  giving  due  consideration  to  other  existing  authorized 
uses,  including  livestock  grazing  at  preference  levels.   Then  as  a 
further  condition  of  approval  of  the  RMP  additionally  require  (not 
just  recommend)  that  populations  of  elk  and  deer  be  brought  into 
compliance  with  the  stated  long  term  goals  of  the  CDOW  within  12 
months  of  approval  of  the  RMP  using  whatever  available  authority  the 
CDOW  may  have  to  achieve  sucb  goals.    Further,  as  a  condition  of 
approval  of  the  RMP,  if  the  new  MSA/RAP  determines  that  an  additional 
downward  adjustment  to  the  above  referenced  sustainable  big  game 
habitat  capacity  is  necessary,  that  such  be  required  to  be  achieved 
within  24  months  after  RMP  approval. 

B.   Management  Areas  E-7  and  E-12. 

The  GCSA  has  serious  reservations  about  the  concept,  philosophy, 
and  process  used  to  develop  the  boundaries  and  management  framework 
for  Management  Dnits  E-7  and  E-12  or  similiar  management  areas 
contained  in  other  alternatives.   Tbe  particular  detailed  boundaries 
of  these  areas  are  not  well-defined  anywhere  in  the  DRMP/DEIS. 


25.  The  definitions  of  the  terms  "allocate"  and  "authorize"  have  been 
included  in  the  Glossary  of  the  PRMP,  as  they  relate  to  resource 
management  in  the  BLM. 

Allocate:  To  define  allowable  resource  uses  and  related  levels  of 
production  or  use  to  be  maintained. 

Authorize:  To  grant  permission,  usually  of  a  discretionary  nature, 
to  engage  in  an  allowable  use. 

26.  See  the  response  to  comment  41  of  letter  38.  In  addition,  please 
refer  to  page  4-5  in  the  PRMP  for  information  regarding  reduction 
of  wildlife  numbers. 

27.  The  last  sentence  at  the  top  of  the  right-hand  column,  page  3- 
105,  under  Livestock  Grazing  Management,  would  include,  by 
inference,  range  improvements  within  the  context  of  livestock 
management  practices  and  techniques  that  may  be  required  to 
achieve  the  identified  riparian  area  objectives.  This  language  would 
permit  the  development  of  range  improvements  as  one  technique 
to  help  achieve  riparian  zone  management  goals.  See  also  the  third 
sentence  in  the  paragraph  in  Standard  Management  for  Riparian 
Zones,  page  3-103,  for  additional  language  regarding 
improvements. 

28.  Please  refer  to  the  Standard  Management  for  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  in  the  PRMP,  pages  4-6  through  4-11,  for  language 
that  has  been  modified  to  clarify  how  livestock  grazing 
management,  including  managing  for  minimum  stubble  heights, 
would  be  implemented.  Flexibility  in  the  application  of  stubble 
heights  that  would  be  possible  is  also  described.  Allotment 
Management  Plan  preparation  is  also  discussed  in  greater  detail  in 
the  same  section  in  the  PRMP. 
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Specific  input  from  the  adjoining  private  landowners  on  these 
boundaries  was  not  sought.   Previous  experience  of  our  membership 
with  similiar  National  Forest  planning  on  this  issue  makes  GCSA  very 
wary  on  this  issue.   The  specifics  of  the  area  boundaries,  proposed 
management  guidelines,  future  forage  authorizations,  and  habitat 
capacity  need  to  be  clearly  developed  in  a  consensus  manner  if  the 
RMP  Is  to  be  ultimately  successful  In  resolving  these  issues.   Mor« 
importantly,  the  management  area  proposals  fall  to  recognize  that 
much  of  this  area  is  "critical  range"  as  distinguished  from  elk  and 
deer  crucial  winter  range".   What  is  important  to  elk  and  deer 
wintering  is  equally  important  for  spring  and  early  summer  livestock 
grazing  range.   The  total  habitat  Is  important  for  •  number  of  uses 
and  an  emphasis  in  those  areas  for  big  game  winter  range,  when  the 
wildlife  numbers  are  in  excess  of  long  term  goals  whose  credibility 
can  be  seriously  challenged,  results  in  a  defacto  single  use 
management  emphasis  which  OCSA  will  not  support. 

GCSA's  select  committee  has  reviewed  the  detailed  mapping  of 
wildlife  winter  range  provided  by  the  Area  Manager  in  supplemental 
materials.   That  committee  noted  that  the  detailed  mapping  contained 
and  included  significant  acreages  of  private  land  owned  or  controlled 
by  many  of  our  members.   Many  of  our  membership  are  resentful  of  the 
excessive  use  of  certain  of  their  lands  during  critical  periods  of 
the  year  by  big  game,  particularly  when  big  game  numbers  are  in 
excess  of  goals  contained  in  the  BLM  1980  Grazing  EIS,  tbe  1982 
Habitat  Management  Plan,  and  even  the  long  term  goals  of  tbe  CDOW. 
As  a  consequence,  private  lands  should  not  be  considered  as  critical 
winter  range  for  purposes  of  population  goals  or  recommendations 
unless  there  is  express  authority  from  the  owner  for  such  use  and  at 
the  levels  contemplated.   GCSA  wishes  to  clarify  that  the  existence^ 
of  any  map  containing  private  land  marked  as  "big  game  winter  range 
or  any  similiar  designation  creates  no  Inference  that  ajvy.  authority 
exists  for  the  use  or  grazing  of  wildlife  on  these  lands  in  the 
absence  of  the  express  consent  mentioned  above. 

The  DRMP  should  be  revised  to  reflect  these  concerns.   Projected 
wildlife  winter  range  and  herd  goals  should  be  based  on  the  private 
land  actually  available  and  authorized  for  such  use.   As  currently 
I  managed,  the  DRMT>'s  herd  recommendations  contained  in  Appendix  A 
I  reinforce  an  existing  burden  on  the  private  lands  in  the  planning 
I  area  to  sustain  elk  herds  at  unreasonable  levels.   Further  the  DRMP 
I  should  include  the  detailed  mapping,  and  such  mapping  should  be 
I  appropriately  revised. 

C,  Sage  Grouse  and  Saae  Grouse  Habitat 

The  DRMP  proposes  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  the  designation 
of  approximately  11%  of  the  total  Planning  Area  for  management  to 
improve  and  maintain  sagebrush  vegetative  communities  in  order  to 
optimize  sage  grouse  populations.  (Onlts  E-ll  and  E-14).   Frankly, 
the  membership  of  OCSA  (many  of  whom  participate  in  and  enjoy  sage 
grouse  hunting)  was  alarmed  at  the  scope  and  scale  of  the  designation 
of  these  management  areas,  being  In  excess  of  60,000  acres,  much  of 
it  critical  spring  and  summer  livestock  range. 


Minimum  stubble  heights  are  recommended  in  order  to  achieve  the 
resource  conditions  in  the  Standard  Management  section  for 
Livestock  Grazing  Management,  and  in  prescriptions  for  certain  of 
the  Management  Units  in  the  PRMP.  In  riparian  areas,  achieving 
these  levels  would  help  maintain  plant  vigor  and  production, 
provide  for  quality  livestock  forage  and  wildlife  habitat,  provide  a 
minimum  of  plant  residue  to  trap  sediment  during  high  flows, 
buffer  or  reduce  the  energy  of  high  flows,  reduce  erosion,  and 
protect  streambanks.  The  implementation  of  stubble  heights  could 
occur  within  a  variety  of  grazing  systems,  including  non-traditional 
or  rest  or  deferred  rotation  patterns. 

29.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  28  of  this  letter.  In  addition, 
the  requirement  to  maintain  a  minimum  stubble  height  for  a  period 
of  time  is  a  term  or  condition  that  could  be  incorporated  into  a 
grazing  lease  or  permit  if  felt  to  be  appropriate  by  BLM.  The 
Section  8  of  the  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  (PRIA) 
mentioned  in  the  comment  consists  of  two  statements  that  modify 
language  in  Sections  402(d)  and  (e)  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and 
Management  Act  (FLPMA).  The  language  in  Section  402(e)  of 
FLPMA  provides  for  the  incorporation  of  terms  and  conditions  into 
grazing  leases  and  permits  that  are  deemed  appropriate  by  BLM. 
The  incorporation  of  these  appropriate  terms  and  conditions  would 
occur  with  the  appropriate  coordination  occurring  between  all 
affected  parties.  Please  refer  to  the  revised  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  section  of  Standard  Management  in  Chapter  Four  of 
the  PRMP  for  clarification  regarding  implementation  of  minimum 
stubble  heights,  and  the  how  the  recommendations  would  be 
incorporated  into  AMPs  or  grazing  agreements. 

30  and  31 .  Please  refer  to  pages  4-5  and  4-9  in  the  PRMP  for  revised 
language  clarifying  how  new  available  forage  would  be  allocated 
for  wildlife  and  livestock  grazing  management  purposes.  Also,  on 
page  4-9  in  the  PRMP,  forage  allocation  procedures  in  43  CFR 
4100  (specifically,  see  43  CFR  41 10.3)  would  include  considering 
using  new  available  forage  to  increase  active  use  (AUMs). 
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Specifically,  the  T'KMP  fails  to  address  fully  the  efft-cts-^M  the 
proposals  incorporated  in  Management  Units  E-ll  and  E-14  and  Appendix 
A.   The  RMP  contains  the  following  statement  in  addressing  the 
proposed  nanagment  Dnit  E-ll: 

"Sagebrush  treatments  and  management  to  improve  sage  grouse 
habitat  would  be  incorporated  into  all  AMPs  or  CRMAPs,  and  their 
design,  implementation,  and  management  would  include  as  a  minimum  the 
standards  and  techniques  in  Appendix  A."  DRMP.  P9   3-122. 

The  DRMP  is  incomplete  and  leaves  several  Issues  unresolved  id 
this  area.   For  example,  what  will  be  the  net  effect  on  land 
treatnent  opportunities  as  a  consequence  of  the  restrictions  and 
conditions  proposed  in  Appendix  A?   How  do  these  restrictions  nesh 
with  the  range  improvement  programs  of  the  Gunnison  Basin  Grazing 
EIS?   How  do  they  alter  or  emend  the  1982  HMP7   What  and  where,  site 
specific  to  the  ground,  are  the  land  treatments  proposed  to  increase 
understory  vegetation  in  Onits  E-ll?    £94,  DRMP  pg.  4-61.   What 
changes  in  present  hunting  management  would  facilitate  a  faster 
response  in  sage  grouse  populations?   Where  in  the  DRMP  is  there  a 
discussion  of  the  trends  in  harvest  other  than  "about  500  birds  are 
taken  annually",  pRMP,  pq.  2-26.   What  is  the  effect  of  natural 
predators  on  the  sage  grouse  populations? 

Finally,  the  DRMP  and  the  MSA/RAP  leave  open  the  question  of  the 
relative  economic  importance  of  the  sage  grouse  to  the  community  and 
call  into  questions  the  scale  of  the  areas  designated  for  sage  grouse 
management-   In  the  MSA/RAP  Wildlife-Sage  Grouse,  Mr   Joe  Capodice, 
in  describing  any  known  dependency  (economic  or  otherwise)  on  the 
sage  grouse  resource  reported: 

"It  is  difficult  to  determine  how  much  local  businesses  depend 
on  this  portion  of  the  entire  hunting  season."  GRA-MSA/RAP/WLF-SG. 
January  13,  1969,  pg . 7 . 

Against  this  factual  statement,  the  District  and  Area  Manager 
were  legally  required  as  the  basis  for  formulating  reasonable 
alternatives  in  the  RMP  to  consider: 

"(c)  Resource  demand  forecasts  and  analyses  relevant  to  the 
resource  area;"  43  CFR  1610.4-4  (c)(1990),  and 

"(g)  Degree  of  local  dependence  on  resources  from  public  lands" 
43  CFR  1610.4-4  (g)(1990). 

In  the  face  of  Mr.  Capodice's   statement,  the  GCSA  seriously 
challenges  whether  the  Preferred  Alternative  complies  with  the 
regulatory  requirements  as  to  the  demand  for  the  sage  grouse  resource 
and  the  relative  degree  of  local  dependence  on  the  sage  grouse  when 
+  10%  of  the  total  planning  area  is  proposed  to  be  designated  for 
management  emphasis  for  this  one  resource.   The  DRMP  needs 
significant  revision  in  this  area  to  address  these  issues. 


The  forage  allocation  methods,  considerations,  and  procedures 
referenced  above  in  this  response  (specifically  in  the  paragraph 
immediately  before  the  subheading  "fences"  on  page  4-9  in  the 
PRMP)  are  very  similar  to  current  procedures.  Any  incentives  that 
have  existed  in  the  past  to  continue  rangeland  improvements 
would  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  implementing  the 
recommendations  in  this  PRMP. 

32.  Specifics  regarding  how  and  when  range  readiness  would  be 
utilized  have  been  modified  and  expanded  upon  in  the  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  section  of  STANDARD  MANAGEMENTS  the 
PRMP.  See  item  4.  under  Monitoring  and  Range  Readiness,  pages 
4-10  and  4-11,  in  the  PRMP. 

33.  See  the  response  to  comments  46  and  47  of  letter  38.  In  addition, 
no  ranking  order  of  resources  was  developed  or  followed  in  the 
development  of  Alternative  E  or  the  PRMP.  By  nature,  the  Preferred 
Alternative  (Alternative  E)  is  a  mix  of  various  management  unit 
prescriptions  and  resource  uses  that  were  analyzed  in  Alternatives 
A,  B,  C,  and  D.  Alternative  E  was  developed  over  time,  considering 
these  other  alternatives,  the  impacts  that  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  implementing  the  other  alternatives,  and  as  much  other 
information  as  could  be  assembled.  The  impression  could  be 
conveyed  that,  because  of  the  size  of  some  units  in  Alternative  E 
or  the  PRMP,  a  ranking  order  was  developed  and  followed,  but  that 
was  not  the  case.  Alternative  E  does  emphasize  the  enhancement 
of  riparian  areas,  wildlife  habitat,  and  recreation  values  in  a  general 
multiple  use  environment. 

34.  The  subject  impacts  have  been  reworded  in  the  PRMP  to  indicate 
that  a  decrease  in  Planning  Area  income  and  employment  could 
result  if  AUMs  are  decreased. 
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D.    Antelfifi* 

The   Preferred  Alternative   states    that    -Inventories   would   be 
completed   to    identify   suitable   area.    In   which   to   establish   new 
oo^S   "t  ion.   of    bi9  horn   .heep  and   pronghorn   antelope;    supp  ement.1 
Please,   and    ^introduction   could   b.   authorized   by   the   District 
£..,"   following   environmental   an.lysl. ....  Monitoring   studies  would 
b.  established   within  pronghorn   antelope    range..'    DRMP,    pg.    3-104. 

Thi.    1.   an    issue   that   having   been    raised    In   the   MSA   and   the  RHP 
should   be   resolved   by   the   RMP.      Ds.r.  of    the   public    land  and  th. 
Pull   c   «.   en?   tied   to  have   see    indic.tlon   of   -hat   the    Intention,  of 
^  BLM  ar.  on   thi.   issu..      GCSA  cannot   r.ly  on  open-ended 
oossibilities    In   the  DRMP,    given  th.  .zperlence  of   the   livestock 
^oustry    in   other   areas   of    th.   .tat.  with   severe,    almost   ..plosiv. 
growth   of   antelope   herds   once   .st.bll.hed.      Several    key    Issues   should 
b.^ddress.d   on    the   antelope    issu.  or   th.   possibility   of   new 

T    i™i      ..■r.ibl .mental    release   or    relntroduction  withdrawn   from 
S'wf.  »'I  "-»>«•   are   th.    lik.ly   new   suit.bl.  areas?     How 

many   would   h.v.   to  be    introduced   to  ..lnt.in   th.   projected 
oblations?     What    ie   th.  curr.nt  habitat   capacity  considering  oth.r 
o^-.zistin,   resource  uses?     What   1.   th.  d.gr..  of    local   dependent. 
™   this   resource'    (Mr.    Capodice   r.port.    In   th.   MSA   that   ther.   1. 
Zj.)        %\°   are   th"  r.alT.tic   sustain^    l.v.l.   of   antelope  tht  «, 
br.it.ineo   given   the  historic   severity  of   winter    In   th.  Gunni.on 
I  £.our°.   area\      £ee,    43  CPR   1610.  4-4(d)  (1990), 

f     Moose  Introduction   in  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area   SRMA 

Tbe   DRMP.    under   Management   Dnit   E-2,    contains    the    following 
statment : 

"The  unit  would  be  evaluated  and  considered   for  moos, 
introductions,    which  could  be  .uthorl«d  by   th.   District  M.n.g.r 
following  .nvironment.l  analysis".    DRJfP,    pg.    3-113,114. 

Much  th.  same  as  with  antelop.   r.introductlon,    having  opened  the 
door,    th.  DRMP  should   further  address   th.   issu.   and   "solv.   it       It 
should  not  be    left  to  future  analysis  to  resolve   these  kinds  °' 
Usues      as   the    likely   result  will    be   th.    requirement    for   an   amendment 
o  the'RMp\      As   the   District  or  Are.  Manager    i.   required  to  «t>«" 
°d   dlsP^iy   in   the  RMP  the  physical,    biological,    -onc-ic     and  social 
«ffects  of   implementing  each  alteimativ.  considred    in   detail,    43  CFB 
1610   4-6      1990),    GCSA   request,   that   .ith.r   thi.  proposal   be  dropped 
fro.  th.  DRMP,    or  a  complete  .nalysi.  of   th.   issue   take  place  prior 
llfiH.l   approval   of    the   RMP.       Issues  would    include   habitat   capacity, 
reciprocal    impacts  of  moose  and   r.cre.tion  activities   on  each  other. 
£Julation    level,   and   goal.,    av.ilabl.  wint.r    range   without    Impact  on 
privat.  property. 
IV.    FORAGE   ALLOCATI0NS- 

A  livestock  operator's  grazing  preference  on   a   particular  BM 
allotment    Is   established  pursuant   to  th.   Taylor   Crazing  Act   of   1934 , 
43  0   s   C      315   et      seg    ,    based  on  historic   u.e.       It   does   not   change 


35.  The  referenced  language  in  the  subject  MOU  between  the  BLM  and 
two  state  agencies  regarding  the  South  Beaver  Creek  area  could  be 
construed  to  mean  that  BLM  had,  in  1988,  predetermined  that  the 
area  in  the  MOU  would  be  designated  as  an  ACEC.  The  MOU 
explained  that  BLM  would,  through  the  now  on-going  RMP 
process,  propose  the  area  for  designation  as  an  ACEC  (page  1  of 
the  MOU).  The  area  was  recommended  and  considered  in  the  RMP 
process  according  to  applicable  guidelines  and  regulations.  A  full 
range  of  reasonable  alternatives,  including  two  "no  designation" 
alternatives  and  three  alternatives  with  various  sizes  and 
management  scenarios  for  the  proposed  ACEC  were  analyzed  in 
the  DRMP.  If  designated  as  an  ACEC,  the  area  would  be  managed 
according  to  the  prescription  for  unit  8  in  the  PRMP,  which 
incorporates  much  of  the  management  addressed  in  the  MOU. 

36  and  37.  The  boundaries  for  the  South  Beaver  Creek  ACEC  were 
based  on  geographical  features,  slope,  habitat  sites  that  are  similar 
to  existing  occupied  locations,  and  manageability. 

The  known  populations  of  skiff  Milkvetch  cover  only  185  total 
acres  but  the  plants  are  concentrated  in  many  small  areas  over  a 
much  larger  area.  Our  goal  in  establishing  the  South  Beaver  Creek 
ACEC  is  to  protect  areas  of  known  populations  and  similar 
potential  habitat  for  this  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  category  2 
plant.  Management  of  other  resource  values  such  as  grazing, 
recreation  and  minerals  would  be  carried  out  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  minimize  potential  impacts  to  the  species  and  habitat  (see  the 
response  to  comment  8  of  letter  38).  The  ACEC  management  plan 
to  be  prepared  would  include  the  management  actions  listed  in  the 
prescription  for  Management  Unit  8  in  the  PRMP.  Some  of  these 
actions  are  listed  below. 
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and  consists  of  both  active  use  and  suspended  use.   However 
clear  that  through  land  use  planning,  (such  as  the  development  of 
this  RMP)  the  authorized  officer  may  identify  the  need  for  changes  in 
the  preference  status  or  more  simply.  In  the  ml»  of  active  versus 
suspended  use.   Specifically,  pursuant  to  sections  2(b)(2)  and  4(b) 
of  the  Public  Rangelands  Improvement  Act  of  1978,  «3  CPU  4110.3 
provides  that  the  authorized  officer  may  stake  changes  In  the  grazing 
preference  status,  but  that  "these  changes  shall  be  supported  by 
monitoring,  as  evidenced  by  rangeland  studies  conducted  over  time, 
unless  the  change  is  either  specified  in  an  applicable  land  use  plan 
or  necessary  to  manage,  maintain  or  improve  rangeland  productivity." 
Id   The  process  of  determine  how  much  forage  to  provide  for  all 
grazing  snimals  (both  wlldlifm  and  livestock)  during  the  land  use 
planning  process  "allocates"  or  "apportions"  forage,  while  the  actual 
active  use  of  a  certain  amount  of  forage  under  a  given  permittee's 
preference  is  to  "authorize"  its  use. 

As  a  consequence  of  these  principles,  obviously  the  RMP  will  set 
through  the  process  of  allocating  forage,  the  general  and  specific 
levels  of  livestock  grazing  that  will  occur  in  the  Gunnison  Basin 
over  the  planning  interval.   In  many  respects,  this  is  the  critical 
component  of  the  RMP  for  the  livestock  Industry  and  for  related 
segments  of  the  local  economy.   Key  issues  are  the  allocations  of 
presently  existing  forage,  allocations  of  new  or  additional  forage, 
and  range  readiness. 

A.   Allocations  °<  Presently  Existing  Forage: 

GCSA  will  Bupport  allocations  of  forage  for  livestock  use  at 
current  levels  as  referenced  in  the  DRMP  as  total  grazing  preference 
of  62,382  AOMs  in  the  Resource  Area.   Kotably  absent  from  the  DRMP, 
however,  is  a  detailed  plan  on  the  part  of  BLM  management  for  the 
return  to  active  status  of  all  "suspended  non-use"  AOMs  currently 
authorized  on  this  Resource  Area.   This  appears  to  be  an  area  of 
considerable  weakness  in  current  management  as  the  Area  Manager  has 
indicated  to  us  in  supplemental  materials  that  "Ho  suspended  Non-Ose 
preference  AOMs  were  restored  to  sctive  status  since  the  1980  Grazing 
BIS  for  the  Planning  Area."  Letter  of  Toleffson,  May  17,  1991,  P9.  3. 

GCSA  cannot  support  the  additional  conditions  placed  on  the 
forage  allocations  as  set  out  in  standard  management  under  either 
Alternatives  B,  D,  or  B.   The6e  conditions  have  been  extensively 
reviewed  by  the  select  committee.   They  have  determined  that  those 
alternatives  would  create  a  significant  hardship  upon  that  segment  of 
the  local  livestock  industry  heavily  dependent  upon  BLM  lands. 

Of  specific  concern  are  the  proposals  on  pgs.  3-104,  3-105,  and 
3-106.   Tbey  have  been  the  subject  of  extensive  review  and 
discussion.   Of  notable  concern  are  the  following  items: 

II)   apparent  confusion  in  various  areas  of  the  RMP  over  the  use 
of  the  terms  "allocate"  or  "apportion"  vs.  "authorize".   These  terms 
have  very  specific  meanings  and  applications  and  it  is  evident  that 
there  was  confusion  by  the  DRMP  drafters  in  some  areas  as  to  the 
correct  or  intended  use  of  these  terms. 
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2)  There  appears  to  be  a  guaranteed  forage  alloca"£rbn  "at 
current  levels"  to  wildlife  on  pg.  3-104.   At  the  same  time  the 
forage  allocation  to  livestock  "at  current  levels"  on  pg.  3-105  is 
expressly  made  subject  to  a  very  stenuous  list  of  conditions  that 
apparently  do  not  apply  to  the  wildlife  component.   Obviously,  all 
classes  of  grazing  herbivores  impact  and  influence  the  vegetative  and 
riparian  resource  and  equal  responsibility  for  grazing  conditions 
should  be  placed  on  both  the  livestock  and  wildlife  segments. 

3)  There  is  a  notable  absence  of  "range  improvements"  as  a 
listed  strategy  to  maintain  or  improve  the  conditions  of  the  riparian 
system  in  the  Planning  Area  on  pg-  3-105. 

4)  The  requirement  of  a  2  1/2  inch  minimum  stubble  height 
maintained  throughout  the  grazing  season.  (Notably  absent  is  a 
simlliar  requirement  for  big  game  use.) 

These  comments  have  already  discussed  in  detail  concerns  about 
the  absence  of  a  detailed  plan  for  range  Improvements  in  the  DRMP. 
The  "stubble  height"  proposal  In  its  variations  also  represents  a 
significant  departure  from  prior  BLM  policy.   It  also  indicates  a 
lack  of  confidence  by  BLM  planners  in  the  Allotment  Management 
Planning  process  and  reflects  what  we  believe  to  be  a  management 
decision  by  BLM  to  depart  from  required  and  expected  AMP  development 
and  revisions. 

Under  FLPMA  and  PRIA,  allotment  management  plans  are  to  be 
"tailpred  to  %he  specific  range  condition  of  the  area  to  be  covered 
bv  such  plan"  and  are  required  to  be  developed  in  "carefpl  and 
considered  consultation,  cooperation,  and  coordination  with  affected 
permittees  or  lessees,  landowners  Involved,  the  District  Grazing 
Advisory  boards  where .established,  and  any  state  having  lands  within 
the  area  to  be  covered  by  such  an  allotment  management  plan",  43 
D.S.C.  1751(d).   The  requirement  of  the  "three  Cs"  was  enacted  in 
1976  as  an  amendment  to  FLPMA  in  response  to  concerns  that  the  land 
management  agencies  were  planning  without  regard  to  legitimate 
concerns  and  input  from  parties  clearly  affected  by  and  interested  in 
the  development  of  management  principles  for  the  range  resource. 

While  an  allotment  management  plan  is  required  to  be  "in 
conformance  with  the  land  use  plan  as  defined  at  43  CFR  1601.0-5",  it 
remains  the  document  that  "shall  prescribe  the  livestock  grazing 
practices  necessary  to  meet  multiple-use  management  objectives."  43 
CFR  4120.2-3.   Stubble  heights  and  any  simillar  -specific  management 
practices  should  therefore  be  developed  as  part  of  the  "activity 
plan"  level,  subject  to  the  "three  Cs"  and  appellate  review. 

Therefore,  GCSA  objects  and  will  challenge,  if  necessary, 
provisions  of  the  DRMP  which  lay  out  "stubble  height"  minimum 
requirements  of  any  height  as  a  rule  of  general  applicability  in  this 
resource  area.   That  requirement  is  obviously  not  specifically 
tailored  to  the  individual  range  conditions  exxisting  on  a  given 
allotment  in  the  resource  area.   Nor  does  it  take  into  account 
various  patterns  of  use  such  as  rest  or  deferred  rotation  grazing 
which  result  in  heavy  use  of  short  duration  followed  by  significant 


1 .  No  additional  forage  allocations  for  wildlife  or  livestock  in  the 
unit. 

2.  No  authorization  for  domestic  sheep  grazing. 

3.  Limiting  motorized  recreation  to  designated  roads 

4.  Controlled  surface  use  stipulations  on  oil  &  gas  leases. 

In  other  words,  other  resources  and  uses,  including  recreation, 
would  continue  to  be  managed  in  such  a  way  as  to  ensure  the 
survival  and  enhancement  of  the  Skiff  Milkvetch.  The  only 
differences  in  management  of  resources  in  units  D-1  and  E-8  would 
be  that  the  management  of  visual  resources  and  rights-of-way 
would  be  less  restricted  in  unit  E-8. 

The  planning  team  analyzed  the  other  alternatives  with  related 
impacts  and  identified  an  alternative  that,  in  their  judgement,  best 
resolved  the  concerns  and  issues  and  provided  at  least  the 
minimum  determinations  as  required  by  law. 

38.  Unit  E-10  is  important  bighorn  sheep  habitat.  The  referenced 
livestock  grazing  recommendation  would  not  be  changed  in  the 
PRMP.  Competition  with  domestic  sheep  for  forage  and  space, 
along  with  livestock  associated  parasites  and  diseases,  has  been 
implicated  as  the  principal  cause  of  bighorn  decline  since  the  late 
1800s.  Research  by  Goodson  (1982),  Spraker  (1990),  and 
Ondeska  (1988),  regarding  co-use  of  ranges  shows  that  there  is 
considerable  risk  to  bighorn  sheep  from  displacement  of  the  wild 
sheep  from  valuable  range,  interbreeding,  and  disease,  when 
intermingling  occurs.  Co-use  of  ranges  by  domestic  and  bighorn 
sheep  has  been  consistently  linked  with  declines,  die-offs  and 
extinction  of  bighorn  populations  form  historical  to  recent  times. 
Therefore,  in  this  unit,  BLM  has  determined  that  domestic  sheep 
grazing  would  not  be  authorized. 

39.  In  the  judgement  of  BLM,  the  subject  project  is  still  contributing  to 
soil  erosion  prevention  and  other  objectives.  The  BLM  would  gladly 
tour  the  project  with  interested  parties  to  discuss  the  project 
objectives. 

40.'  When  the  Record  of  Decision  and  Approved  RMP  are  published, 
the  BLM  will  prepare  the  implementation  plan.  The  implementation 
plan  would  establish  the  general  sequence  of  actions  that  would 
occur  in  order  to  execute  each  planned  decision.  The  decisions  that 
will  be  contained  in  the  Approved  RMP  and  Record  of  Decision 
would  be  implemented  at  the  rate  and  in  the  proper  sequence  that 
funding  will  permit.  Bureau  priorities  will  be  considered  at  all  levels 
in  determining  the  funding  allocated  to  implementing  these 
decisions. 

41 .    Please  see  the  response  to  comment  9  of  letter  35. 
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he  BLM. 

More  importantly,  through  the  stubble  height  requirement,  the 
proposed  BMP  is  attempting  to  adopt  a  specific  and  material  portion 
of  the  range  management  practices  directly  applicable  to  all 
permittees  and  lessees  in  the  resource  area.   In  so  doing,  affected 
permittees,  lessees,  landowners,  the  District  Grazing  advisory 
boards,  and  the  State  are  being  deprived  of  their  statutory  rights  to 
have  material  portions  of  their  grazing  practices  developed  in  AMP  a 
only  after  close  and  considered  consultation,  cooperation,  and 
coordination.   They  are  further  being  denied  their  rights  to  have 
AHPb  developed  that  are  specifically  tailored  to  the  range  conditions 
of  their  allotments.   Congress  clearly  Intended  that  material 
portions  of  grazing  activity  would  be  developed  in  a  cooperative 
fashion  and  the  DRMP  on  the  "stubble  height"  issue  deprives  those 
within  the  protection  of  Section  8  of  the  Public  Lands  Improvement 
Act  of  1978  their  rights  afforded  them  by  that  statute. 

B.   Allocations  Pf.  Kew  or  WKlonal  forage: 

Under  Alternative  K,  the  Preferred  Alternative,  there  is  an 
express  allocation  of  new  forage  or  additional  forage  to  watershed, 
then  to  livestock  or  wildlife.   Under  Alternative  C,  new  or 
additional  available  forage  would  he  allocated  to  livestock  then  to 
protect  and  manage  watershed  resource.   Dnder  Alternative  D,  such  new 
or  additional  available  forage  would  be  allocated  solely  to  protect 
and  enhance  watershed  resources.   Under  Alternative  B,  such  forage 
would  be  allocated  in  priority  order  1)  watershed  resources,  2) 
wildlife  habitat,  and  3)  livestock  grazing.   It  is  not  clear  exactly 
how  the  additiional  forage  might  be  allocated  between  livestock  or 
wildlife  depending  upon  managment  area  or  project  sponsor,  or  both. 
Nor  is  it  clear  how  such  an  allocation  can  legally  occur  without 
considering  the  suspended  AUMs  discussed  above. 

Perhaps  a  larger  problem  is  one  of  incentive  for  permittees  to 
continue  range  improvements.   If  there  is  no  assurance  that  new 
forage  will  t-e  fairly  allocated,  then  permittees,  who  are  potentially 
the  largest,  best  source  of  immediate  range  imporvement  in 
cooperation  with  the  BLM,  have  little  or  no  incentive  to 
participate.   Many  permittees  have  taken  significant  reductions  in 
grazing  authorizations  over  the  past  several  decades  with  assurances 
made  time  and  again  that  when  range  conditions  improved,  past 
reductions  would  be  restored.   Given  the  elk  population  numbers  and 
actual  authorized  livestock  use  basin-wide,  a  credible  argument  can 
be  constructed  that  de-facto,  any  new  forage  now  being  created  is 
already  being  allocated  and  consumed  by  wildlife. 

GCSA  requests  that  the  BLM  develop,  prior  to  approval  of  this 
RMP,  the  specifics  of  how  new  forage  will  be  allocated  in  the 
Planning  Area  and  how  additional  reductions  In  forage  will  be 
allocated  over  the  life  of  the  RMP.   Such  specifics  should  include, 
in  addition  to  considerations  already  in  the  DRMP:  the  source  of 
funding  for  any  range  improvement  projects,  the  prior  history  of 
management  and  improvements  on  the  allotment,  the  levels  and  numbers 
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of  suspended  AUHs  available,  whether  increase  or  decreases  in 
wildlife  numbers  have  occured  on  the  allotment  since  the  1980  grazing 
EIS,  specific  standards  for  determining  that  prior  allocations  have 
been  met.   This  issue  is  an  obvious  and  serious  problem  with  the  RMP 
that  needs  to  be  addressed  and  resolved. 

C .   Range  Readiness: 

Those  BLM  permittees  involved  on  the  GCSA  select  committee 
expressed  strong  reservations  about  the  use  of  the  range  readiness 
criteria  listed  in  Appendii  B.   GCSA  therefore,  will  object  to  what 
appears  to  be  the  full  adoption  of  the  USFS,  Region  2  criteria 
instead  of  the  development  of  independent  criteria  by  the  BLM 
specific  to  this  Planning  Area.   While  there  are  certain  allotments 
that  contain  both  BLM  and  USPS  lands,  in  general  it  was  the  concensus 
that  the  utilization  of  the  USFS  criteria  should  was  improper. 

BLM  lands  in  the  Gunnison  Basin  are  at  a  lower  elevation 
generally  in  the  Planning  Area  than  most  USFS  lands.   Readiness 
should  be  based  on  histories  of  use  and  prior  monitoring  on  an 
individualized  allotment  basis,  and  should  consider  the  type  of 
management  occuring  on  an  allotment  by  allotment  basis.   The  DRMP 
does  not  provide  for  this. 

V.   RESOURCE  RANKING 

During  the  review  of  the  DRMP,  GCSA  has  noted  that  Alternatives 
B,C,  and  D  all  contain  a  relative  ranking  table  indicating  the 
relative  order  of  resources.   However,  for  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
Alternative  B,  no  such  ranking  order  of  resources  was  developed. 
Obviously,  some  relative  ranking  has  occured  in  the  allocations  of 
the  various  land  and  system  resources  covered  by  the  DRMP.   The  act 
of  designating  unit  boundaries  on  a  macro  or  micro  scale,  the 
development  of  management  prescriptions,  and  the  overriding  legal  and 
policy  guidance  all  implicitely  require  some  inherent  relative 
ranking  of  the  various  resources.   So  does  "the  opinion  of  the 
preparers",  gee,  DRMP.pq.  3-100.   Because  of  the  concerns  already 
outlined  in  these  comments,  GCSA  would  like  to  see  consistency  in  the 
document  and  a  relative  ranking  priority  of  the  resources  used  in 
developing  the  Preferred  Alternative  B  included  in  the  DRMP. 

GCSA  has  noted  and  requests  revision  of  the  paragraph  on  pg. 
4-55  discussing  Impacts  from  Livestock  Grazing  Management  under  the 
Preferred  Alternative.   The  inference,  when  compared  to  the  previous 
paragraph  on  impacts  from  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  Is  that 
financial  losses  for  the  affected  ranching  operations  apparrently  do 
not  translate  into  decreases  in  Planning  Area  income  and  employment. 
Ranches  employ  people,  purchase  supplies  and  materials  and  pay  sales, 
income,  and  property  taxes.   All  of  these  activities  are  interrelated 
and  a  decrease  in  AUMs  will  ultimately  affect  Planning  Area  income 
and  employment.   The  real  issue  is  only  one  of  scale.   The  two 
paragraphs  read  together  are  indicative  of  an  inherent  bias  in  the 
RMP  to  which  we  object. 
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VI.  SOUTH  _BEiVEJLCJLEEK-A£l£ 

GCSA  16  opposed  to  the  designation  of  Management  Units 
incorporating^.  South  Be.ver  Creek  ACSC^   The  ground,  for  this 
opposition  ere  both  substantive  and  procedural. 

A.   Procedural  Concerns: 

workshop  to  discuss  and  receive  nominations  for  ACEC..   i 
further  informed  interested  parties  that  on  Kay  31,  ISM  •  » 
interdisciplinary  tea.  met  to  ••*•"£■;•  ^"^  "crR  ?613    South 
B^vlr'cretk-Ihtch   ^!n.t.dCbrthe%^a..4list.d  as  havin, 
£«..  to"  -relevance"  and  "importance"  criteria  and  became  a 
"Potential"  ACBC. 

GCSA  is  also  in  possession,  as  supplemental  materials  further 
orovided  by  the  BLM  of  the  South  Be.ver  Creek  Proposed  Research 

S;£rK;.^:;::.":".5-:""-:."«-':«-"-' 

by  reference) . 

Specifically,  that  mid-1988  document  states  that  the  BLM 
■  ,-^J^t  that  time  to  propose,  through  the  development  of  this  RMP 
tha?  ?£.  property  nth.7doctment  (appr.  880  acres)  be  designated 
rnai  me  »'*"»'"*•    .   purther   the  agreement  required 

"  \2!  JK  IS  with  a  certificate  of  designation  and  a  signed  copy 

revisions.   BLM  further  agreed,  among  other  things,  to. 
1.   -take  necessary  action  to  protect  the  plant." 

2   -Ho  alterations,  chemical  spraying,  or  other  proced "^«  th>t 
will  or  may  harm  or  destroy  individuals  of^tb.  endangered  species, 
Astragalus  Microcymbu.,  will  be  permitted. 

3.   -The  BLM  will  monitor  and  control  grazing  of  domestic 
animals  on  the  Property...." 

«   -If  off-road  vehicles  are  causing  adverse  impacts  to  the 
plants ' tbe.re.  shall  be  closed  out  outlined  in  the  ORV  regulation 
8341.2  Special  Rules". 
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5.  "Default  by  the  BLM  may  result  in  the  removal  of  the 
Property  from  the  Colorado  natural  Areas  System." 

6.  "This  agreement  shall  remain  In  effect  from  the  execution 
date  through  the  completion  of  the  Gunnison  Resource  management 
Plan; . .". 

The  effect  of  this  agreement  is  that  nearly  ten  months  before 
the  BLH'b  interdisciplinary  team  reportedly  formally  met  to  determine 
which  areas  net  the  "importance"  and  "relevance"  criteria  allowing 
such  area  to  be  considered  as  a  "Potential"  ACEC,  BLM  had  effectively 
committed  itself  to  jn  fact  designate  860  acres  as  an  ACEC  and 
additionally  had  contractually  committed  itself  to  certain  management 
restrictions  for  the  benefit  of  the  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program. 
While  not  express  on  the  face  of  the  document,  it  is  implicit  that 
the  above  "interim  management"  would  be  incorporated  into  the  RMP, 
and  in  fact  they  do  appear  in  the  Preferred  Alternative. 

This  pre-existing  contractual  committment  by  the  BLM  as  to  the 
express  intentions  to  designate  this  area  severely  undermines  the 
integrity  of  the  whole  process  used  to  determine  both  this  particular 
designation  and  the  RMP.   Indeed  the  Area  Manager  has  subsequently 
indicated  "that  for  Alternatives  B,  C,  D,  and  E,  management  of  the 
skiff  milkvetch  species  would  occur  according  to  the  referenced  MOO." 
Letter  of  Tollefson,  May  17,  1991. 

Obviously,  any  number  of  groups  of  resource  users  of  the  public 
lands  would  like  simlliar  contractual  committments  as  to  express 
management  to  be  incorporated  into  the  RMP  prior  to  the  beginning  of 
the  formal  RMP  process.   The  South  Beaver  Creek  ACEC  should  be 
deleted  to  remove  this  taint. 

B.   Substantive  Concern! 

The  Area  Manager  has  reported  that  there  are  185  acres  of  public 
land  containing  knovn  colonies  of  skiff  milkvetch  in  the  Planning 
area  Id  the  South  Beaver  Creek  area.   Letter  .of  _ToMg.fsQD*  May  17, 
1991).   Against  this  the  DRMP  proposes  4,565  acres  as  an  ACEC  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative  based  on  this  plant  species  and  up  to  9,562 
acres  under  Alternative  D. 

The  acreage  involved,  frankly  seems  very  excessive  to  protect 
the  185  total  acres.   How  and  why  were  these  particular  boundaries 
determined?  Row  are  they  tailored  to  provide  the  desired  protections 
and  still  serve  other  multiple  use  values?  What  impacts  will  this 
designation,  on  this  scale,  have  on  recreation  activities  in  South 
Beaver  Creek?   What,  specifically,  exclusive  of  the  above  referenced 
MOD,  did  the  Area  Manager  use  to  determine  that  the  choice  ill 
Alternatives  B  makes  up  the  best  mix  of  resources  and  resource  uses 
in  a  multiple  use  framework? 

VII.   MANAGEMENT  DHIT  E-10:  EXCLUSION  OF  DOMESTIC  SHEEP  ORAZIHO, 

The  DRMP  at  pg  3-121  contains  a  statement  to  the  effect  that 
domestic  sheep  grazing  would  not  be  authorized  in  the  unit  to  help 
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prevent  disease  spreading  from  domestic  sheep  to  bighorn  sheep.   A 
portion  of  our  membership  has  indicated  that  they  may  desire  to  run 
domestic  sheep  in  advance  of  cattle  in  the  early  spring  in  that  area 
to  graze  down  larkspur  prior  to  entry  of  the  cattle.   Therefore,  GCSA 
requests  that  this  restriction  be  removed  to  allow  management 
flexibility  in  the  future.   Other  steps  besides  the  total  eliminaiton 
of  grazing  of  domestic  sheep  are  available  to  prevent  the  spread  of 
disease  and  the  DRMP  does  not  address  then. 

VIII.  LONG  GULCH  SEDIKEKT  CONTROL  AMD  RIPARIAM  HABITAT  IMPROVEMENT 
PROJECT, 

GCSA  requests  that  the  RHP  provide  for  the  BLM  to  re-evaluate 
this  project  and  its  continued  feasibility  prior  to  continuing  It 
further.   We  have  concerns  about  whether  the  project  ie  meeting  its 
goals  and  it  is  creating  an  undue  hardship  on  the  grazing  permittees 
involved.   We  would  recommend  that  the  Area  Manager  schedule  a  tine 
to  take  Interested  parties  on  a  tour  of  this  project  to  provide  a 
first  hand  review  of  the  feasibility  of  the  project. 

IX.  BLM  FUNDING  FOR  EACH  ALTERNATIVE  AND  THE  PLANNING  FRAMEWORK: 

A  Resource  Management  Plan  generally  establishes  in  a  written 
document: 

"(3)  Resource  condition  goals  and  objectives  to  be  attained; 

"(4)  Program  constraints  and  general  management  practices  needed 
to  achieve  the  above  items;" 

"(6)  Support  action... as  necessary  to  achieve  the  above;" 

"(7)  General  implementation  sequences,  where  carrying  out  a 
planned  action  Is  dependent  upon  prior  accomplishment  of  another 
planned  action;"   See,  43  CFR  UOl.O-S(k)  (1990). 

In  the  face  of  these  requirements,  the  DRMP  contains  the 
following  two  statements  on  pg.  3-3:  "...it  is  not  practical  to 
develop  land  use  decisions  and  allocations  based  on  what  funds  might 
or  might  not  be  available,"  and  "A  IS  percent  increase  over  the  base 
budget  (in  real  dollars)  for  the  life  of  the  plan  would  be  needed  to 
implement  any  of  the  alternatives." 

These  statements  simply  point  up  a  serious  deficiency  in  the 
DRMP.   Obviously,  in  the  face  of  the  above  regulations,  the  funding 
for  each  alternative  is  a  program  constraint  for  whatever  plan  is 
adopted.   What  are  the  general  implementation  sequences  that  will  be 
adopted  given  a  shortfall  of  funding?   How  practical  and  legal  la 
this  plan  if  it  is  based  on  a  fcjxqwn,  shortfall  of  funding  to  implement 
any  alternative? 

Additionally,  it  Is  very  likely  that  the  DRMP  does  not  comply 
with  NEPA  on  this  issue.   There  is  no  possible  way  for  users  under 
the  plan  or  interested  publics  to  comment  meaningfully  on  the  various 
alternatives  when  there  ie  not  a  comparison  of  the  various 
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[alternative's  costs  or  benefits  provided  by  the  DRMP/EIS. 
Alternative  Summary  section  should  give  some  indication  (beyond  the 
IS*  projection  above)  of  the  relative  costs  of  that  alternative  over 
the  life  of  the  plan,   without  it,  the  DRMP/EIS  is  Insufficient. 

These  issues  as  to  the  funding  of  the  various  programs  within 
the  RMP  are  not  trivial.   The  supplemental  information  from  the  Area 
Manager  indicates  that  over  the  previous  10  years,  over  $521,000 
dollars  has  been  spent  solely  in  planning  related  activities  and  of 
that,  fully  $327,000  dollars  have  been  spent  in  developing  this  DRMP 
in  the  fiscal  years  1986,  1969,  1990,  and  1991.   That  amounts  to 
$60,000  per  year  for  planning  or  roughly  20%  of  the  annual  budget  for 
the  Gunnison  Area  office  as  reported  in  the  RMP.   GCSA  would  strongly 
encourage  the  management  officers  of  the  BLM  in  this  area  to  closely 
examine  their  priorities  and  this  RMP  to  insure  that  they  are  getting 
a  maximum  output  of  their  resources  to  the  land  that  they  manage. 
The  DRMP  does  not  address  these  concerns,  which  are  at  the  center  of 
many  of  the  resource  issues  in  the  RMP. 

GCSA  has  had  an  opportunity  to  review  the  comments  on  the  draft 
RMP  to  the  BLM  by  Mr.  Kenneth  Ochs,  Ochs  Bros.  Ranch  and  by  Mr.  Tosi 
Lutwak  of  the  Gateview  Ranch  at  Powderhorn.   We  are  generally 
supportive  of  the  concerns,  comments  and  inputs  contained  in  those 
letters  on  the  DRMP. 

X.       ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS 

GCSA  will  support  the  following  specific  elements  of  the  RMP: 

A.   The  proposed  management  of  320  acres  in  Wildcat  Creek  drainage  to 
help  protect  the  water  supply  of  the  Town  of  Crested  Butte. 

B    The  designation  of  the  American  Basin  ACEC  (Management  Unit  B-4). 

C.  The  designation  of  the  Redcloud  Peak  ACEC  (Management  Unit  E-S), 
with  the  caveat  that  grazing  of  domestic  sheep  be  expressly  allowed 
to  continue  within  the  ACEC. 

E.   The  designation  of  the  Slumgullion  Earthflow  National  Natural 
Landmark  ACEC  (Management  Unit  B-6). 

T.      The  designation  of  the  Dillion  Pinnacles  ACEC,  provided  however, 
that  the  acreage  level  of  190  acres  proposed  by  Alternative  D  be 
utilized,  and  with  the  further  stipulation  that  any  acquisition  of 
non-federal  land  for  Inclusion  Into  this  ACEC  result  in  a  "no  net 
loss"  of  non-federal  land  in  Gunnison  County  thereby  requiring  an 
offsetting  relinguishment  of  federal  lands  in  Gunnison  County. 

0.   The  suitability  determinations  in  the  Lake  Pork  of  the  Gunnison 
Wild  and  Scenic  River  Study  Report  that  found  no  segment  of  the  Lake 
Fork  to  be  suitable  for  Wild  and  Scenic  status.   We  support  this 
determination  as  the  area  is  adequately  protected  by  the  existing 

management. 


P-70 


XI.    CONCLUSION 


APPENDIX  P  -  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRMP  AND  BLM  RESPONSES 


50 


The  Gunnieon  County  Stockgrowers  Association  believes  that  the 
DRMP  is  in  need  of  substantial  revision  in  order  to  adequately  and 
accurately  reflect  the  issues  inherent  in  the  Planning  Area. 

We  cannot  support  key  provisions  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 
that  place  further  restrictions  on  the  livestock  industry  while 
abandoning  essential  elements  of  the  1960  Grazing  EIS.   We  believe 
the  various  population  goals  for  big  game  contained  in  DLH's  own 
documents  points  up  the  need  for  determinations  based  on  habitat 
capacity  which  has  not  been  done.   Those  habitat  capacity 
determinations  for  big  game  are  a  "critical  threshold"  determination 
legally  required  in  the  formation  of  the  RMP. 

The  manner  of  selection  of  the  South  Beaver  Creek  ACEC  is 
seriously  tainted  with  a  pre  determination  in  advance  of  the  formal 
processes  for  the  ACEC  designation  or  the  RMP  having  begun. 

Much  additional  work  needs  to  be  done  to  recognize  and  develop 
the  proposals  for  Management  Units  E-7  and  B-12  for  those  proposals 
to  have  any  chance  for  successful  implementation.   GCSA  will  not 
support  the  E-7  designation  at  the  scale  it  Is  new  being  proposed. 

The  costs  of  the  various  alternatives  and  a  relative  ranking  of 
resources  and  resource  uses  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  are  notably 
absent  from  the  DRMP/EIS. 

Specifically  on  the  forage  allocation  issues,  we  would  welcome 
the  opportunity  to  meet  further  with  the  BLM  management  in  an  effort 
to  resolve  what  are  serious  differences.   In  order  to  be  utilimately 
successful  the  guidelines  proposed  on  pgs.  3-104  and  3-105  need  to  be 
credible,  fair,  and  supported  by  the  various  involved  entities.   WHAT 
IS  PRESENTLY  PROPOSED  IS  HOT  SUPPORTED  BY  THE  LOCAL  LIVESTOCK 
INDUSTRY  AND  NEBDS  FURTHBR  EFFORT  ON  THE  PART  OP  ALL  CONCERNED . 
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Thank  you  for  your  careful  review  of  these  comments  and  be 
assured  that  GCSA  will  continue  its  active  role  in  the  development  of 
a  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  Gunnison  Basin  that  represents 
sound  applications  of  multiple-use  principles  with  appropriate  regard 
for  the  rights  of  individuals  and  the  needs  of  the  local  communities. 

Very  truly  your6, 


THE  GUNNISON  COUNTY  STOCKGROWERS  ASSOCIAITON 
BY:  THE  BOARD  OP  DIRECTORS 


Stan  Irby,  President 


/Xy  /r</^ 


Carl  Miller,  Vice-President 


Peggy  tue  Reece,  Sec. -Treat.      Bill  Trampe,'  Imb.  Past  President 


'-l^c--*~i~>Os> — 


Ted  Bemis,  Director!  Ken  Spann,  Dire 


;M-    <U-.~ 


John  Vader,  Director 


cc  :      Gunnison  County  Commissioners'' 
Ben  Nighthorse  Campbell' 
Bob  Moore  - 
Cy  JameiBon-' 
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Comments  on  Gunnison  Resource  Area  R.M.P.  and  E.I.S. 
draft  March  1991 . 


Mr.  Bottomly: 

are  my  comments  on  the  draft.  It  does  not  always  follow 
order  in  the  book  but  will  note  a  reference  to  the  book. 


poor  fi 


ncial 


judgi 


high 
idly  you 


the 


I  l  1 


All   through   the   draft   there  is  a 

nalysis  of  all  economic  data.    For   instance. 

ifferent  alternatives  for  timber  management   you 

oss  of  *  amount  of  revenue  in  case  of  not  logging  a  certain 

rea.  You  need  to  analyze  how  much  it  will  cost  the  B.L.M.  to 

retire    a  timber  cut  vs.  the  revenue.    Since  our  environment 

desert   and   trees   don't   replace   themselves  very 

may  be   losing   money   from   logging   operati 

is  that  if  you  stop  or  reduce   the   logging  you 

actually   be  more   profitable.   The   same  is  true  for  cattle 

gra-ing   You  need  to  know  the   net   income.   when  you  mention 

closing  certain  areas  for  cattle  grazing   there  is  no  mention 

or  "analysis  of  the  financial  loss.   You  project  an  increase 

of  tourism  in  the  different  alternatives   (40*   in   alt.  E). 

There  is  no  financial  analysis  of  how  much  more   revenue   it 

will   bring  or   how  much  more  expenses  you  will  have  (trash 

removal,  staff,  management,   etc.)    If   I   ran  our  operation 

with  such  poor  analysis  I  would  be  bankrupt   in   a  ^ery   short 

t  ime. 


1 .  Thank  you  for  the  suggestions  in  the  comment.  Also,  please  see 
the  response  to  comment  9  of  letter  35. 

2.  The  rationale  for  the  boundaries  of  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA  are 
based  on  the  extent  of  recreation  use.  The  entire  area  has  popular 
recreation  attractions  that  are  used  by  a  variety  of  groups  mainly 
centered  out  of  Lake  City  but  also  coming  from  other  parts  of  the 
state  and  the  country.  The  amount  of  use  of  these  resources 
necessitates  more  intensive  recreation  management  which  is  the 
main  purpose  of  SRMAs.  The  Recreation  Area  Management  Plan 
for  the  SRMA  recognizes  similarities  throughout  the  area  by 
establishing  general  management  guidelines  and  objectives.  At  the 
same  time,  management  actions  are  prescribed  to  meet  the  needs 
of  a  given  area,  such  as  the  lower  Lake  Fork  Area. 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  25  of  letter  38. 

4.  There  are  no  mechanisms  available  to  charge  the  state  of  Colorado 
for  wildlife  use  on  public  land.  The  state  manages  wildlife  for  all 
the  people  of  Colorado  and  a  portion  of  the  income  generated  from 
license  fees  goes  into  protecting  and  improving  wildlife  habitat. 


2  we  have  protested  for  many  years  the  inclusion  of  the 
lower  Lake  Fork  River  in  the  Alpine  Triangle  S.R.M.A.  These 
are  very  different  environments,  not  cohesive  geographically 
and  should  be  managed  separately.  (2-32)  (3-10)  (3-110)  The 
Alpme  area  is  high  mountain  tundra  mostly  federally  owned, 
while  the  lower  Lake  Fork  is  irrigated  hay  medows  mostly 
privately  owned  with  a  few  federally  owned  tracts  in  between. 

3.  In  wildlife  habitat  management  (3-23)  (3-113),  you 
mention  evaluating  Moose  introduction.  I  strongly  oppose  this 
idea  Moose  are  not  native  to  this  area  and  are  not  needed 
here  for  any  reason.  You  claim  that  this  area  has  problems 
with  its  riparian  stream  beds  and  introduction  of  Moose  will 
be  jevastating  to  those  areas.  An  E.I.S.  for  the  next  decade 
she'd   deal   with  that  problem,  since  it  has  already  come  up 


5.  The  BLM  charges  guides  and  outfitters  fees  in  order  to  ensure  a 
fair  return  to  the  public  when  private  businesses  earn  financial  gain 
from  the  use  of  public  land  or  public  resources.  In  addition,  the 
operation  of  these  businesses  on  public  lands  are  monitored  to 
ensure  compliance  with  applicable  permit  conditions  and  terms.  In 
the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  this  program  annually  generates,  on 
average,  over  $10,000  in  fees  and  costs  approximately  $3,000  to 
administer,  making  it  very  cost  effective.  The  fees  generated  from 
recreation  permits  are  returned  directly  to  this  Resource  Area  to 
support  recreation  management  activities  such  as  the  maintenance 
of  trails,  roads  and  other  facilities. 


as  a  poss ibi 1 i ty . 
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4.  There  is  no  plan  in  the  R.M.P.  to  get  revenue  from  the 
Colorado  Oivision  of  wildlife  (DOW)  for  the  grazing  of  game 
animals.  Game  are  not  Just  "wildlife"  anymore  but  a 
financial  enterprise  run  by  the  State  of  Colorado.  There 
should  not  be  difference  between  A.U.M.a  used  by  cattle, 
sheep,  elk  or  deer.  Right  now  domestic  animals  are  paying  for 
the  grazing  management  cost  and  therefore  subsidizing  the 
State  of  Colorado.  Your  program  of  collecting  fees  from 
outfitters  is  a  wrong  approach  to  charge  for  the  grass  eaten 
by  game  animals  and  should  be  dropped,  the  cost  associated 
with  collecting  outfitters  permit  fees  will  neyer  worth  the 
revenue  received. 


icreasing   Deer  numbers  in  units 

is  126*  increase  in  the 
5   will   grow   from  3000  to  3800 
a  will  all   these   A.U.M.6   come 


5.  DOW  plan  calls  for  i 
66/67  from  3000  to  6800,  that 
Deer  population!  Elk  number 
that   is   25*  increase.   wher_ 

from->  Unfortunately  wildlife.  just  like  cows.  tend  to 
concentrate  in  the  lower  elevations  especially  in  the  spring 
time,  which  is  the  critical  time  for  plant  growth.  Until  the 
DOW  can  figure  out  a  way  to  distribute  the  Elk  and  Deer  the 
numbers  should  be  cut  instead  of  increased.  They  cause  much 
damage  to  the  lower  elevations  in  both  units  to  private  and 
federally  owned  lands.  Mow  will  all  these  deer  and  elk  keep 
the  stubble  height  directive?  they  graze  the  creek  bottoms  to 
nothing  in  the  spring,  when  it  is  needed  to  capture  the 
water.  The  E.I.S.  ignores  this  major  change  and  offers  no 
solution  for  t!>e  next  10  years. 


6.  In  table  2-20  FISHERY 
designate  Indian  Creek  a 
straight  out  lie!  Your  bi 
the  stream  and  found   no   f 


STREAMS  IN  THE  PLANING  AREA  you 
a  fishery  stream.  This  is  a 
legist,  Joe  Capodice.  has  checked 
sh  in  it.  Ask  anyone  around  and 
living  today  that  has  fished  in 
it.  You  have  to  designate  it  as  an  intermittent  stream. 
Indian  Creek  is  probably  an  intermittent  stream  because  it 
was  heavily  logged  in  the  past  and  now  the  BLM  is  in  the 
process  of  logging  it  again  in  spite  of  all  our  protests. 
Keep  logging  it  and  it  will  dry  up  in  June! 


no  financial  analysis  of 
allotments.  You  plan  to 
in  D-21  (3-96)  and  eliminate 
t   area.    This   is  totally 
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consistent  with  the  objective  of  alter 
plan  for  alternative  grazing  or  payme 
reasoning   whatsoever     for    that 
utilization  on  uplands 


we  D  and  there  is 

for  fencing  or  any 

choice.    Also  forage 

educed  to  20-30*   and  no  financial 


6.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comments  11,  15,  16,  and  20  of 
letter  38,  regarding  carrying  capacities  and  the  relationship 
between  CDOW  and  BLM  regarding  requests  for  reductions  in 
population  numbers.  Also,  please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment 
13  of  letter  50  for  information  regarding  the  manner  in  which  elk 
population  estimates  are  calculated  during  the  year. 

Long  range  herd  goals  for  deer  in  GMU  66/67  have  been  6,800 
since  1985.  According  to  information  in  our  files,  this  is  over  a 
thousand  deer  less  that  originally  proposed  for  this  area  in  1978. 
BLM  is  not  aware  of  any  CDOW  plans  to  manage  for  3,800  elk  in 
these  units.  As  of  1990,  elk  populations  for  those  units  are 
approximately  2,739. 

7.  Indian  Creek  was  listed  as  fishery  stream  because  it  has  been 
identified  as  a  stream  that  has  a  potential  for  supporting  a  fishery. 
The  flow  in  Indian  Creek  during  spring,  summer  and  fall  of  1990 
(the  third  year  of  a  significant  drought)  was  sufficient  to  maintain 
a  fishery.  While  it  is  true  that  past  logging  has  had  adverse  impacts 
on  Indian  Creek,  those  impacts  are  lessening  as  the  logged  areas 
are  revegetating.  Management  aimed  at  improvement  of  the  Indian 
Creek  riparian  area  is  expected  to  reduce  sedimentation  and 
increase  the  duration  and  amount  of  stream  flow. 

A  BLM  timber  sale  is  on-going  in  the  area  of  the  West  Fork  of 
Indian  Creek.  When  completed,  the  sale  will  result  in  the  harvest 
of  715  MBF  of  lodgepole  pine,  Engleman  spruce,  and  Douglas  fir. 
The  BLM  would  continue  to  monitor  the  sale. 

8  and  9.  Please  refer  to  the  revised  language  in  the  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  section  of  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  in  Chapter 
Four  of  the  PRMP  for  clarification  on  implementing  stubble  heights. 
Forage  allocation  adjustment  procedures  are  also  addressed  in  this 
section  of  Chapter  Four  of  the  PRMP. 
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8.  You  can  not  Ju6t  change  Btubble  heiQht  across  the  area. 
Every  allotment  is  different  and  many  allotments  have  AHPs 
with  rest  and  rotation  programs.  AUMs  are  a  part  of  the 
grazing  rights  and  you  can  not  change  them  through  the  back 
door  through  changing  stubble  height  across  the  board.  It 
should  be  decided  for  every  allotment  on  an  AUM  basis  and  on 
range  condition. 


9.  In  alternative  E  you  have  designated  the  whole  length  of 
Indian  Creek  as  E-16.  I  have  already  discussed  the  mistake 
1n  designation  but  1n  addition  to  1t  the  suggestion  of  4" 
stubble  night  is  impossible.  In  allotment  6103,  Lower  Indian 
pasture.  the  1/2  mile  of  creek  serves  as  a  watering  hole 
at  that  end  of  the  pasture.  Therefore  1t  1s  impossible  to 
Implement  the  4"  stubble  hijht  limit.  This  situation  will 
worsen  if  Oeer  and  Elk  numbers  are  increased.  In  Upper 
Indian  pasture  the  bottom  of  the  creek  IS  the  majority  of  the 
pasture  so  you  can  not  keep  the  cows  off  the  bottom.  Upper 
Indian  is  always  grazed  after  plants  have  gone  to  seed. 
The  cattle  stay  there  only  2-3  weeks  on  the  average.  I  don't 
see  any  room  or  need  to  change  the  grazing  plan  for  that 
pasture,  only  to  stop  logging  it  and  replant  the  millions  of 
trees  you  have  removed  over  the  last  100  years.  I  request 
a  complete  stop  to  all  logging  operations  in  Indian  Creek 
water-shed,  in  order  to  reduce  sediment  levels  in  the  stream 
and  lengthen  the  flow  period.  (4-66)  E  15 


10.  In  the  6ummary  of  livestock  grazing  program  by  a 
In  appendix  B  table  B-5,  allotment  S6103.  The  range  c 
numbers  are  taken  from  1977  survey  (14  years  ago') 
done  after  the  most  severe  drought.  Gatevlew  Ranch 
Intensively  managed  to  Improve  the  allotment  i 
experienced  tremendous  results.  We  cannot  incli 
allotment  in  this  RMP  unless  we  update  the  i 
statistics  to  where  the  range  is  now.  Allotment  6103 
categorized  as  an  "I"  allotment  because   many   years 

re   convinced   by  BLM  personnel  that  under  this  des 
they  could  get  money  for  range  improvements.    It  has 

do   with   the   condition  of   the   range, 
respectfully  ask  that  allotment  S6103  will  be  catego 
•"  before  the  final  RMP  is  drafted. 
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II.  In  alternative  E  (3-112)  the  BLM  is  planning  to  acquire 
administrative  access  into  Yeager  Gulch,  Skunk  Creek  and 
Trout  Creek.  There  1s  absolutely  no  need  for  those  accesses 
they  are  a  disguise  for  public  vehicular  access  in  a  very 
steep  forested  environment.  It  will  cause  unnecessary  wild 
life   disturbance,    grazing  allotment  disturbance,  increased 


Page  3 


10  and  1 1.  The  lower  portion  of  Indian  Creek  has  been  deleted  from 
unit  15.  Please  see  the  folded  map  of  the  PRMP  inside  this 
document  for  the  portion  of  Indian  Creek  that  is  now  included  in 
unit  15,  which  would  be  subject  to  a  4"  stubble  height  during  the 
period  of  grazing  use.  Please  also  see  the  response  to  the  comment 
directly  above  this  one. 

12.  The  first  timber  sale  by  BLM  in  the  Indian  Creek  drainage  was  in 
1967.  Adequate  stocking  exists  in  all  the  units  except  for  an  1 1 
acre  unit  which  will  be  reforested  as  funds  allow.  Only  2%  of  the 
drainage  been  logged.  Forest  management  is  a  recognized  resource 
management  within  BLM.  Any  future  logging  occurring  in  Indian 
Creek  would  be  conducted  only  after  the  preparation  of  a  timber 
sale  plan  and  an  EA  that  would  address  all  required  mitigation, 
including  that  necessary  for  water  and  soil  resources.  Public  review 
of  any  potential  sales  would  occur. 

1 3.  When  the  conditions  on  the  subject  Allotment  are  evaluated  during 
categorization  review,  and  if  they  have  changed  enough  to  warrant 
a  change,  the  change  would  be  made  then. 

14.  Almost  4,000  acres  of  suitable  commercial  forest  lands  exist  in 
Management  Unit  E-1  in  the  Preferred  Alternative.  Access  would 
be  for  administrative  purposes  only  and  not  for  public  access.  No 
significant  impacts  were  identified  from  acquiring  such  access  on 
soil  and  water  resources,  riparian  zones,  terrestrial  wildlife  and 
habitat,  fishery  resources,  or  livestock  grazing  management. 
Positive  impacts  were  identified  as  a  result  of  increased  access 
facilitating  management  of  previously  inaccessible  lands  and 
resources. 

15.  The  section  you  refer  to  on  page  4-57  discusses  impacts.  The 
impacts  mentioned  in  the  section  are  those  that  would  occur  to 
soils  and  water  resources  as  a  result  of  acquiring  access  into  the 
12  areas  in  the  various  Management  Units  in  Alternative  E. 
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|  erosion  and  will  shorten  the  flow  season  in  the  streams.  It 
!  serves  no  purpose  in  the  management  of  the  forest.  There  is 
1  no  need  for  a  "drive  in"  management  for  these  ridges  that  do 
not  need  often  check-ups.  This  forest  should  be  left 
completely  alone  after  the  past  abuse  the  BLM  has  inflicted 
on   It. 


This  comment  was  not  printed  and  Is  not  related  to  the  content  of  the  Draft  Resource  Management 
Ran/Environmental  Impact  Statement  or  the  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan/Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 


15 


13.  Under  "alternative  E  Impacts"  (4-57)  subsection  "impacts 
from  transportation  and  access",  you  claim  that  acquiring 
access  into  12  areas  would  "Improve  soil  and  hydrologic 
conditions".  I  challenge  that  assumption.  The  way  you  get 
new  accesses  Is  by  selling  timber  and  getting  the  logging 
companies  to  build  the  roads.  Building  roads  and  cutting 
timber  in  this  environment  of  high  mountain  forested  desert, 
deteriorates  soil  and  hydrologic  conditions. 


16.  The  concerns  on  page  4-63  address  a  specific  type  of  habitat 
(thermal  and  hiding  cover)  rather  than  habitat  in  general.  When 
timber  types  are  cut,  existing  habitat  is  altered  and  new  ones 
created  benefiting  some  wildlife  and  impacting  others.  The  BLM  is 
not  aware  of  any  proposal  by  CD0W  to  dramatically  increase  elk 
numbers.  Existing  elk  numbers  are  within  10%  of  their  long  range 
herd  goal. 

17.  In  the  long  term,  the  recommendations  effecting  the  riparian  areas 
in  unit  E-2  in  the  DRMP  would  result  in  improved  conditions  in 
these  riparian  areas,  which  could  mean  more  eventual  forage  for 
livestock  and  wildlife. 

18.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  2  of  this  letter. 


16 


14.  Under  "alternative  E  impact**  (4-63),  you  claim  that 
"Harvesting  of  Ponderosa  P1ne  and  Douglas  Fir  will  decrease 
wi  ldl  ife  habitat. "  At  the  same  time  you  propose  to 
dramatically  increase  the  number  of  elk  and  deer  In  areas 
66/67.  That  is  a  contradiction.  You  can  not  burn  both  ends 
of  the  stick.  If  the  game  numbers  go  up  you  need  to  at  least 
leave  the  habitat  alone,  not  to  reduce  1t  by  cutting  timber 
or  new  roads. 
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15.  "Alternative  £  impacts"  (4-73),  1s  an  inaccurate  impact 
conclusion  at  best,  as  far  as  tha  Powderhorn  area  is 
concerned.  If  thie  alternative  E  is  Implemented  I  see 
deterioration  of  habitat  conditiona  for  wi ldl ife,  and 
deterioration  of  stream  condition.  Reduction  of  livestock 
utilization  In  riparian  areas,  1s  not  a  cure  all  medicine. 
It  Is  needed  in  some  places  but  1s  only  a  small  part  of  a 
total  program. 


18 


116.  Alternative  E  objeative  (3-106),  "Emphasis  would  be 
given  to  the  maintenance  of  watershed,  soil  and  vegetative 
resources  1n  all  timber  sales".  It  is  not  enough  to  write 
that  down  and  think  the  land  will  be  protected.  You  are  not 
protecting   the   land   with   your   logging  operations.  To  the 
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contrary  •   Watersheds    ii 
destroyed   again   and  aga 
methods.   From   the   old   ones 
the  more  recent  ones,  as  the  one 
was  never  harvested   because   th 
After  bankrupting  the  logger,  no 
it.   To   the   cur  rent   one   1 n 
protested    for  many   reasons 


the   Powderho 
by  the  BlM's 


been 
orest   harvesting 
the  turn  of  the  century  to 
near  Cebolla  Creek  that 

timber  Quality  was  bad. 
one  e 1 se  would  even  bid  on 
'utch  Gulch  that  has  been 
o   no   aval  1 .    You   have   a 


ter 


lble 


thi 


according  to 


ecord   in  managing  the  forest 

is  RHP,  I  6ee  a  disaster  in  the  next  10  years. 


Basical 1 y  this 
has  been  written  in 
land   managed   and 
itten  aga 


R.M.P.  contradicts  itself  in  many  places, 

the   office  without  understanding  of  the 

with  insufficient  E.I.S.    It   should   be 

the   ground   floor   and   this   time  the 


objectives  should  be  followed  to  achieve  the  desired  end 


Respectful^  Submit 

-4*  v*< 


ted 

y^bs'i 
GTateview   Ranch 
P.O.      Box   801 
Gunnison,    Co   81230 


Page   5 


Responses  to  letter  52 

1   through  5.    See  the  responses  to  comments  1   and  2  of  letter  8,  4 
and  2  of  letter  12,  and  3  of  letter  8,  respectively. 


June  7,  1991 


Hugh  Jameson 
3100  Taylor  Ave 
El  Paso  Tx  79930 
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Mr  Bill  Bottomly,  RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2805  South  Townsend  Ave 
Montrose  Co  81401 


Re:  Draft  RMP/EIS 


Dear  Mr  Bottomly: 

As  an  annual  visitor  to  southwestern  Colorado  including  the 
scenic  corr idor  from  Durango  to  Gunm son ,  I  am  most  concerned 
that  the  scenic  natural  beauty  of  the  area  be  preserved  and  en- 
hanced so  that  we  and  future  generations  may  continue  to  enjoy 
these  i.atural  attributes.  As  an  outdoorsman  and  member  of  the 
Audobon  Society  I  am  concerned  about  plans  that  might  result  in 
the  degradation  of  these  natural  attributes  or  disturb  and/or 
impair  the  ability  of  wildlife  to  survive. 

To  this  end,  we  wish,  that  ecological  and  scenic  values  axe  among 
your  concerns  as  a  manager  of  our  public  lands.  Your  decisions  may 
impact  the  scenic  heritage  that  we  seek  to  preserve  for  generations 
to  come . 

I  We  would  like  to  suggest  that  the  designation  of  the  Lake  Fork 

of  the  Gunnison  River  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river  is  a  step  in  the 

right  direction.  There  are  important  geological,  visual  and  recrea- 
tional values  at  stake  along  this  corridor. 

I  In  addition  to  protecting  the  river  corridor  itself,  the  adajcent 
surrounding  lands  also  need  to  be  protected  and  preserved  by 
designating  the  entire  Alpine  Triangle  area  as  an  Area  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern.  You  are  well  aware  that  this  area  is  among 

|  the  most  popular  and  heavily  visited  lands  under  your  management, 
is  is  no  accident.  Americans  enjoy  these  valuable  natural  attri- 

I  butes  and  return  year  after  year  to  enjoy  them  once  again.  They  are 

|  worth  preserving. 
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i  Also  in  need  of  ACEC  designation  are  areas  such  as  Cebolla  Creek 
east  of  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  and  the  East  Gunnison  immedi- 
ately east  of  Gunnison, Colorado.  These  important  habitat  and  winter 
range  areas  for  wildlife  survival  need  the  ACEC  designation  in  or- 
der to  facilitate  the  recovery  of  elk,  deeri  bighorn  sheep  herds 

I  to  self-sustaining  levels. 

In  terms  of  recreational  management  we  encourage  more  hiking  and 
bike  trails  and  st-ingent  prohibitions  with  regard  to  the  use  of 
any  motorized  vehicles  on  any  new  trails  that  are  developed  on 
Bm  lands  outside  of  wilderness  areas,  public  access  via  motorized 
vehicles  will  only  result  in  degradation  of  fragile  eco-systems. 
The  same  concerns  may  also  be  expressed  with  regard  to  management 
practices  that  permit  inappropriate  or  over-grazing  of  rangeland. 


Sincerely, 


53 

*       VlAvt     a     f£uO     Ci>r^  r^cr  j -fS     OKI       Ttf£ 

One      r^SoQ      Co'^cet&i     I*      TN4-T    LAtg    To^c 
OF    rue   Curj^/^orv)    1/JA5    ajo-t    Ret^^tNU-b 
T°  te      i^'G^Te*     As    A    loIL£  f^b   S 
Pl^R.     I     fit*  (lv*     Twr^ft*^^ 
N**v*>b      £-*K€.     f^K     U*«t   not    to     5(f    frzcric-ra*. 
^"'vg    fji^w  -t0   rw<£    la^£  f«zt:  AfcO*    A   n.^ 
f\r^e.S    /Wb    fiuot     ,r   is    ~&£horxWt-  .   r^AKiy 
ftofU"    Visit     Th/5     Am.    PL^a^    bd^^t^ 

ifviAf/?,  C£>.       to z-2-o-  yfi2. 


Response  to  letter  53 

1 .      See  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  8. 
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STAll  or  CUIOICALIO 

Hoy  Rome,.  G  ..fnigi 

OCPARTMFrvT  OF  NATUftAl  RESOURCES 

DIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE 


est  Nee  York 

son,  Color  ado  81230 


Barry      Tollmen 

Bureau    of    L.od    Ranegeeent,    Area    Supervisor 

Sunnison   Resource   Aree 

216   N.    Colorado 

Eioilia,    Co      8  12  30 


June    9,     H«l 
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up    in    the   draft 


trial    Wildlife    and    Habitat,    pp.    3-104 
■  Ell   and   Deer    Habitati      I    do   not   feel    that   recoaaendmg      a      change      In      long-tera 

J.  ■  herd  objeitl.et  It  an  appropriate  .ay  to  handle  a  thort-tera  overut 1 1 1 lat I  on 
I  of  forage  in  Isolated  areat.  These  objectives  are  let  based  on  a  large  aaount 
■of  public  input,  biological  data  and  aould  be  difficult  to  justify  changing 
9  e.erytiae  o.er-use  occurs.  I  feel  that  a  short-tera  Increase  IB  license 
|  nuebert      in      toe      affected      Gills      to      handle      a   short-tera  problee   aould   be   aore 

2_  ■  appropriate.  Also,  herd  nuabers  should  be  based  on  transition  range  herds 
\  rather    than   crucial    range    (one   of    every   ten   .inters)    herds. 

nghorn   Antelope   and   Bighorn   Sheep   Habitati 

nghorn      antelope      habitat      should   be   sanaged    for    the    folloalng   herd   objective 

bersi 
BSU   551      500    aniaila    lindudlng    north    of    High.ay    301 
86U   67      200   an i  eels 
B6U    66      100    enieels 
Total  ?00_B[nnghOrn 

Sage   6rouse   Habitati 


Throughout    the    tort    f 
states     that      'no      su 


varioLt   eanageeent      erees      for      Alternative      E,        it 
disturbing      activities     aould   be  pereltted   althin    1M 
le    of    all     lets    during    the    April    1    through    Rat    31    strutting    season*. 
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2. 


The  BLM  desires  to  cooperate  with  CDOW  at  all  levels  to  arrive  at 
a  workable  solution  to  improving  wildlife  forage  and  habitat 
conditions  on  the  public  land  winter  ranges,  such  that  a 
proportionant  share  of  the  long-range  deer  and  elk  herd  goals 
could  be  supported  while  sustaining  these  improved  conditions.  A 
short-term  increase  in  license  numbers  for  a  year  or  two  may  not 
be  the  best  way  to  bring  about  these  improvements,  and  would 
perhaps  not  result  in  long-term  improvements  in  wildlife  forage  and 
habitat  conditions.  These  types  of  changes,  rather  than  occurring 
immediately,  happen  over  time.  As  stated  in  the  DRMP  and  in 
several  of  these  responses,  public  land  winter  ranges  support  elk 
long  range  herd  goals  at  this  time,  but  habitat  conditions  can  only 
marginally  support  deer  long  range  goals.  Table  A-3  in  the  DRMP 
identifies  herd  goal  numbers  that,  if  achieved  for  some  interim 
period,  would  begin  to  improve  some  of  these  areas,  in  the 
judgement  of  BLM.  As  the  table  indicates,  most  of  our  concerns 
are  centered  around  deer  numbers,  since  they  tend  to  stay  on  the 
winter  range  longer. 

Crucial  winter  ranges  on  public  lands  are  those  locations  that  deer 
and  or  elk  use  on  an  average  winter,  although  the  numbers  can 
vary  depending  on  snow  conditions,  as  opposed  to  being  based  on 
those  severe  winters  the  valley  gets  approximately  once  every  ten 
years.  These  are  locations  where  deer  could  be  found  during  any 
winter,  whether  severe  or  light.  In  the  judgement  of  BLM,  using 
transition  range  carrying  capacities  could  lead  to  establishing  herd 
gcals  that  are  higher  than  winter  ranges  can  carry. 

This  recommendation  was  not  included  in  the  DRMP,  and  to 
consider  it  at  this  time  would  necessitate  sending  a  newly  analyzed 
DRMP  out  for  review.  The  BLM  would,  after  the  approval  of  this 
RMP,  consider  the  request  and  cooperate  in  the  environmental 
documentation  and  plan  amendment  process  before  reaching  any 
decision. 


4.      Please  see  the  response  to  comment  5  of  letter  47. 


face   2 

II  do  not  leel  that  a  III  eile  buffer  around  actl.e  groundi  during  -fr7,  critical 
teeton  is  adeguete.  1  thin!  the  buffer  should  be  increased  to  a  ainieua  of  a 
I  eile  radius.  The  ley  point  to  reaeeber  it  thu  restriction  It  during  April 
I  through  Kay  31  only  and  -ould  be  a  built-in  talety  valve  lor  projects  tuch 
at  the  Chance  6ulch  eill  tailings  project. 
Fisheries  R.sou-cet: 
5  as.  livettock  gra.'ing  in  ttreae  fishery  areas  should  be  eanaged  closely  to  reduce 
g  t'.reaabanl   errosion,    turbidity   and   streae   braiding. 

6    ^Livestock   6rallng   Henageeenti 
(Public         lands        currently      una, .liable      for       livestock      granng      thould      reaain 
-.    e|  unavailable.      Also,     those     allotoents     .hich     currently     ello.     doeettlc     theep 
/     |  should   be   converted   to  cattle   only   allotoents   ahen  they   becoee   vacant. 

Turkey  Habitat    :>t.   Categoryli 
•  Potential     turkey     habitat     should     be     eveluated  aitti  aeaseres  taken   to  protect 
y    Band   enhance   potential    turkey   habitat.      Habitat      should      be     eanaged      to      support 
■  introductions      of      Harrises      turkeys      alth      a    long-range    goal    of    «00    birds.      Tht 
(J  areas  of   pnaar,    interest    are    in   the   Po.derhorn   eree   and  Cerrecantl    Creek. 

Hoose  Habitat    IHea  Categoryi, 

Inventories  of  potential  eoose  habitat  and  carrying  capacity  should  be 
conducted.  Habitat  should  be  eanaged  to  support  a  eoose  Introduction  and 
long-range   herd   goal    of    300   anieals. 


\ 


eV.derress  Study  Areas;   pp.  3-107 


inl":""'*  ■•"•••Mill  "tivitiet  In  these  ereas  aould  be  conducted  In   a 
JJJB  cooperative   tanner   aith   the   CD0«   for   all   fish   and  aildlife  eanageeent 
P  activities. 

§la«  Enforceeent;   pp.  3-I09 
BLR  Hanger  patrols  should  be  inc 
during  big  gaae  hunting  seasons. 


reased  during  the  peak  periods  of   use   such  as 


midlife  Habitat  llenageoenti   pp. 3-113 

I  agree  aith  coaaents  on  eoose  introductions  In  the  pneitl.e  area. 

Ranageeenl  Unit  E-10;   pp.  3-121 

I  Currently,  e  bighorn  sheep  disease  problee  eihists  in  the  Cebolla  Creek  area 
•hich  i,  believed  to  have  originated  froe  eapoture  to  doeettlc  theep.  A 
bighorn  sheep  transplant  proposal  has  been  approved  lor  the  past  3  years  aith 
threp  planned  for  the  Cochetop.  Canyon  area  ahen  theep  becoae  available.  This 
oe.  transplant  should  be  protected  by  not  alloaing  any  doaestic  sheep  grating 
in  this  area  and  reducing  thee  on  eihleting  allotaenta.  This  aould  concur 
aith  the  recoaaendation  aade  in  the  Livestock  Braung  Ranageoent  section  for 
this  unit. 

Illenaoeeent  Unit  £-11 
Concern  e.ists  basin-. ide  for  tht  1 oa   aaount   of   aet   etadoa   and   open  aattr 
areas   available   for   sage  grouse.    Hater   catchtent   devices  and  developeent 
thould  be  a  priority  as  it  appears   that   one  eajor   lieiting   factor   on   sage 
grouse  is  .ater. 


5.  The  Objective  of  the  proposed  riparian  management  along  fishery 
streams  is  to  improve  or  maintain  the  stream  habitat  to  acceptable 
condition  .  This  is  expected  to  result  in  reduced  streambank 
erosion  &  damage,  reduced  sedimentation  and  turbidity  and 
maintenance  or  improvement  to  the  morphology  of  stream 
channels  to  provide  the  optimum  fish  habitat  for  a  given  stream 
channel  type. 

6  and  7.  Please  see  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management  section  in 
STANDARD  MANAGEMENT,  Chapter  Four,  for  information 
regarding  lands  unavailable  or  unsuitable  for  grazing.  The  BLM 
would  determine,  based  on  the  overall  management  goals  and 
objectives  for  a  unit,  how  lands  would  be  managed  if  no  longer 
utilized  for  domestic  livestock  grazing. 

8.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1,  letter  47.  In  addition,  any 
proposals  for  reintroductions  or  introductions  would  have  to  be 
consistent  with  overall  management  unit  objectives. 

9.  At  this  time  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  is  a  Wilderness  Study 
Area  and  has  been  recommended  to  Congress  for  wilderness.  If 
designated  as  wilderness,  BLM  would  not  consider  the  introduction 
of  moose  into  the  area.  Moose  could  be  considered  for  introduction 
in  the  unit,  if  consistent  with  unit  objectives,  if  Congress  acts  upon 
and  does  not  designate  the  area  as  wilderness. 

10.  The  management  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  on  all  public  land, 
including  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (WSAs),  would  be  conducted  in 
cooperation  with  the  CDOW,  and  would  follow  the  Bureau's 
Interim  Management  Policy  for  Lands  Under  Wilderness  Review 
(IMP). 
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11 


ninigntnt    Unit    £1?      pp.  3-123 

CDOM  nerd  objectives  In  GHU  33  »rt  not  eiceeded  currently  for  elk  faccording 
to  1°«1  ainter  survey  end  herd  node)  Inf orealion).  You  cannot  'suppose'  th*t 
herd  auabert  irf  too  high  in  pirti  of  the  unit  lor  the  condition  of  the  brci.se 
species.  Soae  areas  in  transition  ranges  act  at  a  viccua  for  aildlife  based 
on  MiUMh!,  and  palatabtllty.  Even  If  nuebert  itrt  cut  by  30Z  in  theft 
inn,  utt  luation  by  those  intuit  present  aou)d  itill  be  high.  Habitat 
enhanceaent    in   aany   satellite   treat    It   the   key   to  range   iiproveeent. 

Appendu    A   midlife   Hanageeent 

fit      It     the      cm     aith     aott   of    this   text,    the   tert   'public    lands'    it   uted   vary 
loosely   to   describe   what    it   intended   to      •••n      those     public      lands      aanaged     b- 
sun.         This      usage     of    the   phrase   It   confusing   since   public    land   should   aean 
non-privett    lands    in    the    resource    *rn    (i«:    USFS,    BIN,    NPS    and    State    lands). 

Hap    ft-3   Pronghorn    antelope    range 

Pronghorn  rangt  should  eitend  vest  of  Hlghaay  111  to  Ketar  Satin.  The  nea 
release  in  Chance  Sulch  It  not  accounted  for  at  ael  1  at  north  of  US  Highway  30 
where  currently  up  to  23  antelope  have  been  documented  froa  Hoods  6ulch  to 
Horn   Gulch. 

|  fin  additional  note  of  concern!  The  draft  RHP  book  I  aa  using  is  eissing  the 
tap  for  Alternative  E  and  I  do  not  knoa  ah  at  the  Hanageeent  Unit  designation 
it  for  the  area  froa  Currecanti  Creek  to  Gunnison.  Hoaever,  Jia  Young  has 
requested   that    consideration   be   given    in   thil   unit   to   an     eipantion      of      bighorn 

a  sheep      range      in      this     *rt*      to      support      up    to    100   sheep   to  be   transplanted   at 

■various   locations   along  this      stretch.        Also,      tfoeettic      sheep      interaction      in 

Jtnis   area   should   be   einlaued   to   prevent    disease. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  coaaent  on  the  draft  RflP.  If  you  need 
further  eiplanation  of  these  coaaents,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  notify  cither 
aysel f    or    Jia    Young. 


Tho.at   i.  vpeizl 
(xlrict   lillhlt  II 


11.  As  our  manpower  and  funding  capability  increase,  so  would  the 
potential  to  increase  patrols  on  public  lands. 

1  2.  Please  refer  to  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management  paragraph  in  the 
prescription  for  unit  10  in  the  PRMP.  Domestic  sheep  grazing 
would  not  be  authorized.  Please  also  refer  to  Appendix  A,  PRMP, 
for  grazing  allotments  where  livestock  use  has  been,  or  is  proposed 
to  be  changed  to  cattle  only  in  the  area  of  unit  10,  in  order  to 
prevent  diseases  being  transferred  to  bighorn  sheep. 

13.  The  BLM  agrees  that  wet  meadows  and  open  water  are  important 
to  sage  grouse  management  and  viability.  The  construction  of 
water  developments  would  be  authorized  in  the  DRMP  as  part  of 
habitat  improvement  (please  refer  to  page  3-104,  Sage  Grouse 
Habitat,  of  the  DRMP).  Water  projects  would  be  an  important  part 
of  sage  grouse  habitat  improvement. 

14.  According  to  winter  surveys  over  the  nine  years  preceding  1991, 
and  herd  model  information,  CDOW  herd  objectives  in  GMU  55 
have  been  exceeded.  Efforts  to  improve  the  range  would  probably 
include  recommendations  to  reduce  population  numbers. 

15.  The  term  "public  lands"  is  defined  in  the  Glossary.  For 
convenience,  the  section  of  the  PRMP  entitled  "SUMMARY  OF  THE 
PROPOSED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN"  contains  the 
definition  also.  Many  non-private  lands  are  not  available  for  public 
use,  and  therefore  would  not  qualify  as  "public  lands". 


1  6.  The  referenced  map  is  included  as  Map  3-1  in  Chapter  Three  of  the 
PRMP,  with  the  noted  changes  that  reflect  additional  pronghorn 
antelope  habitat.  The  BLM  plans  to  monitor  the  antelope  north  of 
U.  S.  Highway  50  for  a  longer  period  before  including  that  area  on 
our  map  of  pronghorn  antelope  range. 

1 7.  Consideration  for  the  reintroduction  of  bighorn  sheep  is  covered  in 
language  in  the  DRMP  on  page  3-104.  When  proposals  are  made 
to  the  BLM,  analysis  and  evaluation  would  be  conducted  before 
decisions  are  made.  The  Preferred  Alternative  in  the  PRMP  contains 
recommendations  to  not  authorize  domestic  sheep  grazing  north  of 
U.  S.  Highway  50  in  unit  E-7,  which  corresponds  to  the  area  of 
concern  in  the  comment. 
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Responses  to  letter  55 


1  through  5.    See  the  responses  to  comments  3  of  letter  8,  4  and  2 
of  12,  and  2  and  1  of  letter  8,  respectively. 


BUI  Bottomly,  RHP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2805  South  Townscnd  Avenue 
Montrose,  CO   8H01 


55 


"I 


I  am  writing  to  urge  you  and  your  colleagues  to  make  several 
changes  In  the  final  RMP/EIS  for  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area. 
Among  the  changes  that  I  believe  should  be  made  are: 

t)   Initiation  of  grazing  management  procedures  that  will 
protect  riparian  habitat,  control  sediment  loss,  and 
restore  the  rangeland  to  good  condition.   I  am  tired 
of  trying  to  camp  in  sites  that  are  full  of  cow  or 
sheep  manure,  going  to  the  high  country  to  view  the 
wlldflowers  only  to  find  them  trampled  or  eaten  by 
domestic  sheep,  being  bitten  by  sheep  flies,  and 
trying  to  fish  for  trout  In  streams  that  are  full  of 
manure  and  sediment  from  livestock  traffic.   I  know 
first-hand  that  the  "management"  of  grazing  areas  by 
your  agency  has  had  significant  and  lnexcusible  impacts 
on  the  public  lands  under  its  jurisdiction. 

2)   More  hiking  trails  need  to  be  constructed  to  accomodate 
the  Increased  demand  of  hikers.   Motorcycles  and  ORV's 
must  be  restricted  to  existing  trails  at  all  times. 

I)   The  addition  of  the  Alpine  Triangle,  BLM  land  east  of 
Gunnison,  and  Cebolla  Creek  to  the  list  of  ACEC 
designations. 

4}      The  recommendation  that  all  of  the  Lake  Pork  from  its 
origin  at  Sloan  Lake  in  the  Handles  Peak  proposed 
wilderness  to  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir  be  designated  a  wild 
and  scenic  river.  This  river  has  many  outstanding 
visual,  geologic,  and  recreational  values  that  need  to 
be  preserved  and  enlarged. 

The  BLM  is  to  be  complimented  for  including  the  West  Antelope 
Creek  in  its  proposed  ACEC  designation  for  the  area.  I  am  hope- 
full  that  you  will  reconsider  and  make  the  important  changes  I 
have  recommended  here. 


Sincerely, 


Barbara  Bernhardt 
66217  West  Rose  Road 
Montrose,  CO   8M01 
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Responses  to  letter  56 

1  through  3.    See  the  responses  to  comments  2,  3,  and  1,  of  letter 
8,  respectively. 


June  11,  1991 


Bill  Bottomly,  RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2805  South  Townser.d  Avenue 
Montrose,  CO   81401 

Dear  Mr.  Bottomly: 

Please  accept  the  following  brief  comments  on  the  BLM'e 
draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Gunnison  Resource  Axea. 


Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

He  are  happy  to  see  the  six  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern  (ACECs)  recommended  in  the  draft,  but  urge  you  to  also 
include  the  following  as  ACECs: 

1)  Alpine  Triangle  --  The  en^re,  triangle  should  be 
designated  in  order  to  protect  the  areas  outside  the  Lake  Fork  of 
the  Gunnison  River  corridor.   This  area  is  one  of  Colorado's  most 
popular,  and  one  of  the  nation's  most  scenic.   It  includes 
habitat  for  the  rare  Uncompahgre  Fritillary  butterfly  (candidate 
for  threatened/endangered  listing),  three  14,000-foot  peaks 
(Handles,  Sunshine,  and  Rede loud) ,  important  habitat  for  bighorn 
sheep,  and  Slumgull ion  National  Natural  Landmark. 

2)  East  Gunnison  —  The  lands  just  east  of  Gunnison  are 
important  deer  and  elk  winter  range,  and  the  riparian  areas  found 
here  are  suffering  from  overgrazing. 


3)   Cebolla  Creek 
sheep  habitat. 


This  area  contains  important  bighorn 


Overgrazing  is  a  serious  problem  on  much  of  the  rangeland  in 
the  Gunnison  Resource  Area.   Significant  amounts  are  in  either 
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Page  Two 

Mr.  Bottomly 

BLM  Cunnison  Resource  Area  re 

I  fair  or  poor  condition.  The  BUI  should  manage  grazing  in  a  way 
that  protects  habitat  (especially  riparian  areas),  and  improves 
habitat  which  has  already  been  damaged.  While  The  Wilderness 
Society  does  not  call  for  an  end  to  all  grating  on  public  lands, 
we  advocate  the  elimination  of  grazing  where  the  habitat  cannot 
sustain  It. 

Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 

I      All  of  the  Lake  Pork  of  the  Gunnison  should  be  recommended 
for  Wild  and  Scenic  Kivei  designation,  and  it  it  disappointing 
that  the  BLM  did  not  do  so  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.   This  river, 
which  originates  in  the  proposed  Handles  Peak  Wilderness, 
possesses  outstanding  values  —  visual,  recreational,  and 
geologic  (notably  the  Slumgullion  Slide  National  Natural 
Landmark)  —  which  must  be  preserved. 

The  Society  urges  you  to  consider  these  comments  and  include 
our  recommendations  as  part  of  the  final  RMP/EIS. 


I 
"I 


Sincerely, 

Joanne   Carter 
Regional    Associate 


Responses  to  letter  57 

June    12,     1991  .         ,    .  -  -  ,     - 

1  through  4.    See  the  responses  to  comments  4  of  letter  12,  and  1, 

Bill    Bottomly,    RHP  Team   Leader  .  . 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  2,  and  3  of  letter  8,  respectively. 

2805  South   Townsend  Avenue  r~7 

Montrose,    Colorado      8 HOI  jf 

Dear  Mr.    Bottomly: 

This  letter  is  to  comment  on  the  draft  RMP/EIS  for  the  Gunnison 
Resource  Area.  This  draft  does  not  do  enough  to  protect  this 
area's  high  scenic  and  ecological  values.  I  have  lived  in  Gunnison 
since  May  of  1982  and  as  witnessing  the  Increased  recreational  uses 
of  this  land.  In  times  of  budget  restraints  etc.  I  understand  it's 
hard  to  meet  all  necessary  objectives,  however  these  are  PUBLIC 
lands,    and   public,    recreational   uses   should   take  priority. 

It  seems  that  public  use  of  these  lands  is  what  suffers.  Mountain 
bike  riders  and  hikers  must  adjust  their  outings  to  meet  the 
ranchers  graz  ing  schedules .  We  need  more  tra lis  to  meet  the 
recreational  demands  of  the  public.  These  trails  need  to  be 
instigated   NOW  while   these  valued  areas   still   exist. 

I   have   the    following  suggestions   for  the  plan: 

-The  entire  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison  should  be  afforded  Wild 
and  Scenic   designation. 

-The  Alpine  Triangle,  East  Gunnison,  Cebolla  Creek  and  West 
Antelope   Creek   areas  should  be  given  ACEC   status. 

•Instigate  sound  grazing  practices  which  protect  and  improve 
riparian  habitat,  control  sediment  loss  and  restore  the  rangeland 
to  good  condition.       (If  this   is  possible.) 

Thank  you  for  taking  the  time  to  read  my  comments.  Enjoy  your 
summer. 

Sincerely, 

Patricia  Winslow 
415  County  Road  20 
Gunnison,  Colorado  81230 
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L7619    (RMRPP) 


To: 

Proa: 
Subject: 


District  Manager.  Montrose  Dlstr 

Colorado 

Attention:    Mr.    Bill    Botto.ly 

Acting       Assoclat.       Regional       Dlr. 
Preservstlon,    Rocky  Mount.ln  Reglo 

Review     of     Drsft     Cunnlson     Resoure 
Impact    Statement    (DES- 91/0006) 


JUN   1  J    1S31 
Bureau     of     Land     Ndnage aent  , 


or,   pi. 


Manage 


nlng   and   Resource 

Plan/Environmental 

=■  re  need  doc ua« nt  and 


The  Nstionsl  Park  Service  (NPS)  has  reviewed  the  above . r 
offers  the  following  comments 

Management  of  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  lands  Is  of  concern  to  the  NPS 
because  actions  taken  on  these  lands  may  Impact  units  of  the  National  Park  System 
or  other  areas  administered  by  the  NPS  Two  units.  Black  Canyon  of  the  Cunnlson 
Nation.  Monument  and  Curecantl  National  Recreation  Area,  could  be  Impacted  by 
Ktiviti.s  proposed  in  this  document.  We  also  have  concerns  related  to  the 
S  umgulllon  Earthflow  National  Natural  Landmark  and  the  potential  designation 
of  Lake  Fork  of  the  Cunnlson  River  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river. 

CF.NERAL  COMMENTS 

Mineral  Resources 

•  UarnatTv0  "'""^  "j",™1:"]""1  «•"«•«■  with  the  document:  (1)  each  of  the 
alternatives  presented  In  the  document  Include  an  escalation  in  leasable  mineral 
c»u  a??'"  /,  "".T  ."""**  '"  ""  <""""<>  -lt.rn.ttv.):  and  (2)  th. 
l£)  and  sp*  l"!,'  '"*  °"  """'"  °f  Und  M'"a6«-«nt  (BLM).  Forest  Service 
an.lysU  "™  *^""i""i   CO  b«  - '"slgnl  f  ic.nf  without  any  supporting 


Oil  and  gas  leasing  adjacent  to  NPS  . 
Rocky  Mountain  Region  Ue  recommend 
where  such  development  will  occur  In  | 
that  NPS  resource  protection  concerns 
itlngs  should  discus: 


ilts  Is  of  growing  concern  to  us  in  t 
nslte  BW.tinrs  with  BLM  and  FS  manage 
roxlmity  to  MS  units  In  order  to  ensu 
ire  addressed  early  In  the  planning 
the  possibility  of 


stipulations  adjacent "to  NPS  units  and  assurances  that  NPS  will  be  provided  th. 
opportunity  to  review  .11  permit/lease  applications  and  plan,  of  operations  wher. 
park  lands  might  be  Impacted. 
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1 .  Rather  than  escalating  leasable  minerals  development,  the  various 
alternatives  in  the  DRMP  present  circumstances  in  which  oil  and 
gas  leasing  would  be  precluded  or  stipulated  on  varying  acreages 
in  order  to  meet  the  different  management  objectives  within  each 
alternative.  Using  the  acre  figures  on  page  S-2  in  the  DRMP,  there 
would  be  a  10%  increase  in  the  area  open  to  oil  and  gas  leasing; 
there  are  no  leases  in  the  Planning  Area,  and  the  potential  for  the 
occurrence  of  oil  and  gas  resources  in  the  Planning  Area  is  low  or 
none.  Stipulations  recommended  in  the  DRMP  Preferred 
Alternative,  and  the  PRMP  would  provide  adequate  protection  for 
resources  in  the  event  of  development. 

The  supporting  analysis  for  the  determination  of  insignificance  is 
located  in  the  description  of  the  affected  environment  on  pages  2- 
8  and  2-9.  The  geologic  evidence  and  the  history  of  exploration 
indicate  the  possibility  of  oil  and  gas  development  in  this  area  is 
almost  non-existent  and  therefore  not  significant. 

2.  The  water  sources  that  would  be  filed  on  for  water  rights  have  not 
been  specifically  identified.  However,  the  comment  is  correct  in  the 
assumption  that  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  subject  waters  would  be 
primary  water  sources  such  as  springs  and  seeps  that  if 
consumptively  used,  would  have  a  negligible  impact  on  water  in 
the  Gunnison  River  flowing  through  the  Black  Canyon  of  the 
Gunnison  National  Monument. 

3.  The  BLM  would  continue  to  cooperate  with  and  share  information 
with  the  referenced  agencies  regarding  management  of  these 
species  on  public  lands.  If  a  central  clearinghouse  is  desired  for  the 
purposes  mentioned  in  the  comment,  the  USF&WS  would  be  the 
logical  initiator  for  such  an  agreement. 
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Specl.l  Status  Pl.nt  and  Animal  Species  .nd  Habitat.  We  suggest  using  the 
Color. do  Division  of  Wildlife  or  th.  US.  Fish  and  Wlldlif.  Service  as  th. 
coordinating  Agency  to  serve  as  liaison  among  th.  v.rlous  l.nd  managing  Agencl.s 
(NPS.  USPS.  BLM.  State  of  Colorado,  etc.).  Ss  threatened  and  endangered  specie, 
share    many   of    these    lands    controlled  by    the   v.rlous    Agencies 


I  Wildlife    Habitat    Managei 


these    animals    may   algrat 
encourage    further    study 


Bighorn  sheep  have  also  been  Identified  In  th. 
w  Point  Dam  Preliminary  research  indicates  that 
I    the    Cunnlson   Corge    through    the    Monument    and    w. 


•nti   National    «ec 


stio 
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sheep  populatlo 


and     othe 


We    request    that    the   proposed  action    in    th.   fln.l    Environmental    Impact   Statem 
(EIS)    consider    the   need  for   additional    protection   of    the    unique   a 

natural    resources   on  BLM   lands   surrounding  Curecantl   National    Re 

We     request    full    protection    for    all    proposed    Areas    of    Critical    Environ 
Concern      (ACEC):       additional       recognition      of      archeologlc.l       resource, 
indiscriminate     vehicle     travel 
additional   protection  for  bigho 

and   disease;    protection  of   water   quality   and   quantity,    both   of   which  ar. 
throughout  most  of  the  area;   and  protection  of  vlewsheds  seen  from  the  recreation 
area  through  stringent  us.  regulation  and  increased  protection  of  riparian  tones 
aquatic    habitat,    .nd    tertestrl.l    habitat 

We  commend  th.  BLM  for  nominating  the  West  Antelope  ACEC.  adjacent  to  the  north 
boundary  of  the  recreation  area  We  also  commend  you  for  your  decision  not  to 
zing  within  allotment   6200  and   for  modifying   grazing  pi 


.1  I, 


6202. 


disturba 
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tic 


Alterna 
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of    a    t 
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dlspo 
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e     and    subsurface     tracts 
>na   near    the    recreation    area.       We    request    thst    th.    NPS    be    advised 
;peclflc    dlspos.l     when     It     Is    proposed    and     that    we    b.     given    the 
pportunity   to  comment  on   the   proposed  disposal. 


Wild    .nd   Sc. 


lis 


4.  Although  bighorn  sheep  from  the  1986  transplant  in  the  Gunnison 
Gorge  have  migrated  to  Morrow  Point,  there  aren't  enough  public 
lands  in  that  area  to  justify  a  research  effort  by  BLM  alone.  Most 
of  our  efforts  would  be  aimed  at  locations  that  contain  established 
populations  that  use  large  areas  of  public  lands.  The  BLM  would 
cooperate  to  the  degree  necessary  for  such  research. 

5.  See  the  Management  Unit  prescription  for  units  4  through  9  in 
Chapter  Four  of  the  PRMP  for  the  management  that  is 
recommended  in  the  various  ACECs.  Most  of  the  actions 
recommended  in  the  comment  are  included  in  these  prescriptions. 

6.  The  NPS  would  be  so  advised,  as  would  other  adjacent  land 
owners  or  managers. 

7.  The  evaluation  mentioned  in  the  comment  has  been  modified  by 
the  National  Park  Service  to  find  the  0.8  miles  of  the  stream  inside 
the  Curecanti  NRA  not  eligible  for  inclusion  into  the  system. 

Please  see  Attachment  2  in  Appendix  I  of  the  PRMP  for  information 
on  other  streams  in  the  Planning  Area  that  were  evaluated. 

8.  This  was  an  oversight.  A  change  for  page  2-32  of  the  DRMP  is 
included  in  the  PRMP  in  the  section  of  Chapter  Two  titled 
"CHANGES  TO  THE  TEXT  OF  THE  DRMP". 

9.  There  are  no  mineral  leases  in  the  Planning  Area  other  than  one 
coal  lease  (see  page  2-8  in  the  DRMP).  Unpatented  and  patented 
mining  claim  information  is  available  in  the  BLM  offices  in  Denver, 
Montrose,  and  Gunnison. 


The  document  Identifies  three  segments  of  the  Lake  Fork  of  the  Cunnlson  Rlv.r 
as  being  analyzed  for  potential  inclusion  Into  th.  N.tlon.l  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
System  Section  A  (Sloan  Lake-Wager  Culch) .  Segment  B  (Wager  Culch-Red  Bridge 
Campground),    and    Segment    C    (Red    Bridge    Campground    Blue    Mesa    Reservoir)  BLM 

found  Segment  A  eligible  but   determined    it    to  be   unsuitable.      BLM   found  Segments 
Ineligible    for    further   study 


B   and   C   to 


10.  Thank  you  for  the  comment.  The  PRMP  notes  that  NPS  lands  are 
withdrawn  from  mineral  entry  and  location  and  that  leasing  of 
these  lands  is  not  permitted. 
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recent    evaluation  by    the    NfS    found    the    , 
clonal    Recreation  Area    to   be   eligible    for    wild    and 
causa     It     la     free- flowing    and    It    provides    outstandingly 
craatlonal,    geologic,    flah.    wildlife,    and  historic    valuei 
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ver    design, 
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All 


that 


e  that  Section  i(d)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  state 
•  11  planning  for  the  uaa  and  development  of  water  and  related  land  resources, 
consideration  shall  be  given  to  potential  national  wild,  scenic  snd  recreational 
river  areas,  and  all  river  basin  and  project  plan  reports  submitted  to  the 
Congress  shall  consider  end  discuss  any  such  potentials.  The  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  make  specific  studies  and 
Investigations  to  determine  which  additional  wild,  scenic  and  recreational  rlvar 
areas  within  the  United  States  shall  be  evaluated  In  planning  reports  by  all 
Federal  Agencies  as  potentlsl  alternative  uaes  of  the  water  and  related  land 
resources  Involved.-  It  would  be  helpful  If  the  final  Resource  Management 
Plan/EIS  discussed  whether  or  not  other  streams  In  the  resource  ares  are  eligible 
AS    components    of    the   National    Wild   and    Scenic    Rivera    System. 
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The.  Slumgullion  Earthflow  Nation*!  Natural  Landmark  (NNL)  la  not  Identified  In 
|  the  'Affected  Environment"  taction  of  the  document  but  la  Identified  In  No. 12. 
labia  H-2.  on  page  H-7  In  Appendix  H.  Protection  of  thla  excellent  example  of 
■aas  waeting  la  essential  and  we  encourage  you  to  consider  the  existence  of  thla 
NNL  when  proposing  actions  and  assessing  Impacts  for  actlvltlea  in  the  reaourca 
1  area.      Va   have  enclosed  a  map  and  narrative  description  of  this  NHL. 

SPECIFIC    COMMENTS 

Page    1-4.    Table    1-1.       Ve    auggeat    that    you    Include    colunn*    for    the    numbers    of 
unpatented   and   patented  alnlng  claims    and  mineral    leaae   applications. 

|  Page  1-7.  The  document  repeatedly  discusses  withdrawal  and  protection  of 
i  Wilderness  Study  Areaa  (VSA)  In  the  reaource  area.  Since  other  withdrawals  are 
aentloned.  it  would  be  fitting  to  emphasize  that  N PS  managed  lands  are 
I  categorically  withdrawn  from  all    forms    of  mineral-entry  development. 


11 
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Page  1-7,  last  paragraph.  This  section  la  alaleadlng  on  two  points: 
Implies  that  only  NPS  managed  National  Recreation  Areas  are  wlthdr 
Federal  mineral  leasing  when  in  fact  all  NPS  units  are  withdraw, 
overridden  by  an  individual  unit's  enabling  legislation:  and  (2)  it  lapl 
Curecanti  National  Recreation  Area  Is  something  other  than  an  NPS  unit 
fact  it  is  managed  aa  an  NPS  unit  under  the  Memorandua  of  Understanding 
Rureau  of  Reclamation.  Ue  recommend  replacing  tha  laat  paragraph 
following:  "Moat  NPS  unite,  including  Curecanti  National  Recreation  Ar. 
the  Cunnlson  Resource  Area,  are  closed  to  Federal  mineral  leasing,  unl 
leasing  la  specifically  authorized  by  Congress.  In  the  three  units  c 
open  to  Federal  mineral  leasing  (Clen  Canyon  National  Recreatlc 
Vhlskeytown  National  Recreation  Area,  and  Lake  Head  National  Recreatlc 
BW  muet  have  the  consent  of  the  NPS  Regional  Director  prior  to  Is 
renewing   any    leases." 

I  Page  3-112.  paragraph  4.  Alternative  E  states  that  the  proposed  wild  and  scenic 
river  segment  will  be  under  standard  mineral  management  practices  until  a 
decision  Is  made.  We  recoaoend  withdrawing  thla  area  from  mineral  development 
until   a   decision    Is   made  on   the  wild   and   scenic    river   designation. 


(1)  it 
n  from 
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ed   and    the 


:  D  Impacts  Section.  The  document  states  that  379.309  acrea 
would  more  than  sstlsfy  the  current  demand  of  12,300  cubic 
it  the  anticipated  future  demand."  It  Is  unclear  then,  why 
atlva  recommends  664.330  acres  for  saleable  minerals, 
mum  required  acres  would  decrease  tha  stated  impacts, 
on    In    fishery    streams,     damage    to    riparian    vegetation, 

chances  of  disturbing  threatened  and  endangered  species  habitat,   and  degradation 

of    recreation   settings    and  experiences. 


■    Page  4-56.      Heavy  metal   contamination  of  surface  waters  draining  Into  Cure 
j5l   National    Recreation  Area  could  be   significant.      The  discussion  does   not   ad 
J    thla    possibility    nor    recommend   any    long-term  monitoring    for    the   area. 


1 
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Page  H-6,  Table  H-2.  Appendix  H.  Thla  table  Indicates  that  tha  NPS  requested 
1  withdrawal  of  the  Lake  Clark  Fork  unit  for  Its  scenic  and  hiatorlc  values 
J  This  area  la  included  In  alternatives  B  and  D,  but  has  been  omitted  from 
I  alternative  E.  Aside  from  its  scenic  and  historic  values,  this  area  may  need 
I  protection  aa  part  of  the  watershed  draining  Into  Curecanti  National  Recreation 
Area.  Va  race ma end  this  area  be  included  in  the  wlthdrawala  proposed  under  tha 
preferred  alternative.  The  preferred  alternative  should  also  Include  the  brosder 
I  Alpine  ACEC.  which  includes  the  Uke  Clark  Fork  unit. 

Maps.  Ve  recommend  including  tha  following  maps  in  the  final  EIS:  (1)  an 
overview  map,  locating  areas  referenced  throughout  tha  document,  and  (2)  a  aap 
showing  alneral  development  potential  throughout  the  planning  area. 


Including  a  list  of  tables,  maps,  and  other  lllu 
□tents  would  be  very  helpful  for  reviewers. 


in  the  table 


Ve  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  thla  document.  If  you  have  any 
questions  on  our  comments,  please  contact  Michael  Duwe.  Division  of  Planning  and 
Compliance  at  FTS  327  2830  or  (303)  969-2130. 


Michael  D.  Snyder 


1 1 .    Please  see  the  response  to  comment  10  of  your  letter. 

1  2.  No  portion  of  any  stream  in  the  Planning  Area  is  recommended  or 
proposed  for  designation  into  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System. 
Significant  protection  and  intensive  management  exists  for  the 
eligible  Segment  A  of  The  Lake  Fork  of  The  Gunnison  River. 
Approximately  330  acres  are  within  an  existing  protective 
withdrawal.  Please  refer  to  the  section  on  Suitability  Determination 
in  Appendix  I  of  the  PRMP  for  more  information  on  protection  of 
the  segment. 

13.  The  land  mentioned  in  the  comment  is  located  in  unit  E-9,  a 
recommended  ACEC  (Dillon  Pinnacles).  The  legal  description  for 
the  tract  is  T.  4  W.,  R.  49  N.,  Sec.  2:  SW  1/4  SW  1/4,  as  shown 
on  BLM  Master  Title  Plat.  The  intent  of  the  recommendation  is  to 
set  the  stage  for  eventual  relinquishment  of  the  tract  by  the  Bureau 
of  Reclamation  from  the  current  withdrawal  for  the  Curecanti  Unit, 
in  order  to  avoid  any  potential  inundation.  The  tract  is  within  a 
recommended  ACEC,  appears  not  to  be  necessary  for  operation  of 
the  reservoir,  and  possesses  important  scenic  values. 

14.  The  alternatives  described  in  this  document  do  not  "open"  lands 
to  saleable  minerals.  Within  each  alternative,  because  of  different 
proposals  to  manage  other  resources,  certain  areas  are  proposed 
where  disposal  of  salable  mineral  resources  would  be  precluded. 
Unless  otherwise  precluded,  the  disposal  of  mineral  materials 
would  be  permitted  throughout  the  Planning  Area.  Impacts  from 
mineral  material  disposal.  Planning  Area-wide,  are  not  anticipated 
to  be  significant. 

15.  Without  a  definite  scenario,  quantifying  potential  water  quality 
impacts  would  be  impossible.  If  locatable  mineral  development 
were  to  be  proposed,  every  attempt  would  be  made  to  work  with 
the  proponent  or  claimant  to  reduce  impacts  as  much  as  possible. 
Stipulations  and  mitigating  measures  would  be  required  in  surface- 
disturbing  plans  for  mineral  material  disposal  to  protect  water 
quality.  Water  quality  monitoring  would  be  required. 

16.  We  assume  the  comment  is  referring  to  the  Lake  Fork  potential 
ACEC  (No.  7  in  Table  H-6,  Appendix  H  of  the  PRMP).  The  area 
was  considered  during  development  of  the  various  alternatives  in 
the  DRMP,  but  was  not  recommended  for  designation  as  an  ACEC 
in  the  PRMP  (or  in  some  alternatives  in  the  DRMP).  In  the 
judgement  of  BLM,  the  resources  are  adequately  managed  and 
protected  by  the  recommendations  in  the  prescription  for  units  1 
and  15. 

17.  A  list  of  tables  and  maps  has  been  included  in  the  Table  of 
Contents  in  the  PRMP.  Maps  showing  mineral  potential  are 
available  at  BLM's  Gunnison  office.  The  map  on  page  1-1  is 
intended  to  serve  as  an  overview  map.  The  alternative  maps  also 
show  most  of  the  areas  mentioned  in  the  DRMP. 
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Mr.  Alan  L.  Kesterke,  District  Manager 

Montrose  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Townsend  Avenue 

Montrose,  Colorado   61401 

Mr.  Barry  A.  Tollef6on,  Area  Manager 
Gunnison  Basin  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
216  North  Colorado  Street 
Gunnison,  Colorado  81230 

Mr.  Bill  Bottomly,  RKP  Team  Leader 

Montrose  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2  505  South  Townsend  Avenue 

Montrose,  Colorado  81401 

Re:  Comments  on  Gunnison  Resource  Area 
Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Gentlemen: 

Ke  have  reviewed  and  are  submitting  our  written  comments  on 
the  Draft  RMP/EIS  for  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  for  your 
consideration.  E.  D.  Howard  i,  Sons  1  -  Ranch  are  third  and  fourth 
generation  cattle  ranchers  which  operate  almost  exclusively  within 
the  area  covered  by  the  Draft  RMP/EIS.  We  run  cattle  in  common 
with  others  on  the  lola-Powderhorn  Allotment  16107.  The  allotment 
has  an  existing  AMP  to  which  recent  (1988)  revisions  have  been 
drafted  but  apparently  never  finalized. 

The  preferred  alternative  of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  proposes  a 
major  change  in  management  policy  to  the  detriment  of  livestock 
producers.  Reasons  for  this  change  in  policy  should  be  addressed. 
Under  the  existing  management  practices  reliance  was  placed  on  the 
Gunnison  Basin  Livestock  Grazing  E1S  and  Allotment  Management  Plans 
(AMP'S) . 
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1 .  See  the  responses  to  comments  3,  4,  5,  and  6  of  letter  50. 

2.  See  the  response  to  comments  5  and  6  of  letter  50. 

3.  See  the  response  to  comments  3  and  4  of  letter  50. 

4.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comments  11,  15,  16,  and  20  of 
letter  38,  regarding  wildlife  numbers,  carrying  capacities,  and  the 
relationship  between  CDOW  and  BLM  regarding  requests  for 
reductions  in  population  numbers.  Also,  please  refer  to  the 
response  to  comment  1 3  of  letter  50  for  information  regarding  the 
manner  in  which  elk  population  estimates  are  calculated  during  the 
year.  Since  1983  the  CDOW  has  been  trying  to  hold  elk  numbers 
down  to  their  long  range  herd  goal  of  9,000. 

Recommendations  were  made  in  the  DRMP  to  hold  game 
populations  within  habitat  carrying  capacity  on  public  lands  (please 
see  Table  A-3,  page  A-1,  in  the  DRMP).  As  a  result  of  our 
monitoring  studies,  our  primary  concerns  regarding  management 
of  wildlife  habitat  are  with  the  long  range  herd  goals  for  deer.  In 
Table  A-3,  page  A-1,  in  the  DRMP,  and  in  Table  A-4,  in  Appendix 
A  in  the  PRMP,  BLM  recommends  lower  interim  herd  goals  for  deer 
until  shrub  production  and  vigor  increases. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  18  of  letter  50,  and  19  of 
letter  35. 

6.  Our  inventories  are  specifically  tied  to  crucial  winter  habitat  on 
public  lands.  Please  also  see  the  response  to  comment  15  of  letter 
50. 


\ 
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June    13,     1991 

Page   2  ]fj 

The  Gunnison  Bag in  Livestock  Crazing  EIS  included  plans  (or 
range  improvement  which  would  increase  available  AUHs 
significantly.  While  actual  livestock  use  has  been  below  levels 
anticipated  by  this  EIS,  the  proposed  vegetation  treatment  and 
facility  construction  itemized  in  the  EIS  has  not  been  implemented. 
These  issues  should  be  recognized  and  reasons  for  the  change  in 
management  from  that  which  was  contemplated  by  the  Gunnison  Basin 
Livestock  Grazing  EIS  should  be  addressed.  Specifically,  we  are 
concerned  by  the  fact  that  management  policy  has  been  and  can  be 
changed  before  full  implementation  of  the  existing  EIS. 

We  strongly  support  an  AMP  driven  range  management  plan. 
Unfortunately,  most  of  the  allotments  in  the  planning  area  do  not 
have  AMPs  or  the  AMPs  are  not  considered  to  be  current.  The 
failure  to  develop  or  revise  AMPs  should  not  be  Impetus  for 
reversal  of  existing  management  policy.  The  changes  and 
adjustments  envisioned  by  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  could  place  livestock 
producers  in  a  situation  where  their  opportunity  to  develop  or 
revise  AMP's  to  respond  to  and  incorporate  the  management  policies 
of  the  draft  RMP/EIS  would  be  placed  on  hold  indefinitely. 
Therefore,  a  major  change  in  pol icy  such  as  is  proposed  should 
Include  some  reasonable  and  definite  planning  criteria  for 
implementation  as  well  as  providing  for  adequate  ethods  and  time 
frames  for  livestock  producers  to  develop  and  revise  AMPs  while 
minimizing  the  potential  negative  impacts. 

We  strongly  oppose  what  appears  to  be  the  unquestioned 
acceptance  of  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife's  long  range  herd 
goals.  Nowhere  is  there  stated  a  similar  goal  of  reaching  full 
active  authorization  of  all  livestock  AUMs  under  the  Taylor  Grazing 
Act  of  1934.  Wildlife  numbers  should  be  based  on  sustainable 
critical  winter  habitat  with  due  consideration  given  to  existing 
authorized  uses  including  the  above  authorized  1 ivestock  AUMs . 
Much  of  the  critical  winter  habitat  is  also  critical  for  early 
spring  livestock  grazing.  In  addition,  private  lands  should  not  be 
considered  as  sustainable  habitat  without  the  consent  of  the  owner. 
We,  as  private  land  holders  in  critical  winter  habitat  areas,  do 
not  approve  of  our  private  lands  being  Included  as  critical  winter 
habitat.  The  BLM  should  keep  these  factors  in  mind  and  develop  a 
specific  inventory  of  critical  winter  habitat  and  sustainable 
populations  to  which  the  CDOW  would  be  required  to  comply. 

It  is  unclear  how  the  4-inch  minimum  stubble  height  in 
proposed  management  areas  E14  and  E15  is  to  be  implemented  in  the 
current  rest- rotation  system.  The  requirement  is  not  feasible 
without  serious  detrimental  effects  on  livestock  grazing.  This 
requirement  should  either  be  abandoned  leaving  the  rest  rotation 
system  in  place  as  is  or  be  expanded  to  include  specific  detailed 
plans  for  water  and  vegetation  improvements  that  would  mitigate  the 
loss  of  all  active  and  inactive  AUMs  authorized  under  the  Taylor 


Please  refer  to  the  Standard  Management  for  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  in  the  PRMP  for  language  that  has  been  modified  and 
reworded  to  clarify  recommendations,  including  minimum  stubble 
heights.  Any  additional  forage  available  for  livestock  as  a  result  of 
range  improvements  or  treatments  would  be  allocated  according 
to  the  management  objectives  and  regulations  cited  in  that  section 
of  the  PRMP.  Allocation  of  this  forage  could  be  considered  as  a 
means  to  avoid  suspended  use,  or  possibly  to  activate  suspended 
use,  after  meeting  the  basic  soil  and  watershed  needs  defined  in 
the  Montrose  District  Soil  Erosion  Monitoring  Guidelines  (see 
Appendix  N). 

Application  of  range  readiness  (refer  to  Appendix  B,  DRMP  and 
PRMP  for  criteria)  has  been  clarified  and  expanded  upon.  Range 
readiness  criteria  would  be  used  when  earlier  turnout  dates  than 
authorized  are  requested,  and  in  extenuating  circumstances,  such 
as  drought  situations  or  serious  wildfire.  Please  see  the 
subheadings  "Grazing  Administration"  and  n Monitoring  and  Range 
Readiness"  in  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management  section  of 
Standard  Management  in  the  PRMP  for  more  information. 
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_-|  Grazing  Act  of  193  4  and  Implemented  within  a  time  period  which 
/I  would  not  cause  undue  hardship  to  the  livestock  operator. 

8  We  recommend  that  turnout  dates  should  be  an  agreement  between 
I  the  BLH  and  the  permittees  on  an  allotment  by  allotment  basis  using 
I  available  data  for  the  particular  allotment  and  not  what  appears  to 
|  be  an  adoption  of  the  USPS  criteria. 

The  preferred  alternative  is  not  acceptable  in  the  present 
form  and  as  such  we  do  not  support  the  draft  RMP/EIS. 

He  have  reviewed  and  endorsed  the  comments  provided  by  the 
Gunnison  County  Stockgrowers  Association. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft 
RMP/E1S. 

Sincerely 


sincerely,  , 
Edward  Howard 
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UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF 
AGRICULTURE 


216  N.  Colorado 
Gunnison,  CO  61230 

303-64 l-0*9< 


Jon.  7,  1991 
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Bill  Bottom  I, 

RMP  T.am  l.sd.r 

6ur.au  of  Land  Man.g.m.nt 

2505  South  Towni.nd  Av«. 

Hontro,.,  CO  81401 

D.ar  Bill, 

RE:   COMMENTS  ON  THE  GUNNISON  RESOURCE  AREA  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT.  ""Ml  ^LAni  ONU 

My  comm.nt.  ara  d.aling  with  r.ng.l.nd  m.nag.m.nt  and  th.  lack  of  a 
act,..  m.nag.m.nt  str.t.gy  and  .or.  of  .  wait  and  ...  .ttitud..  th. 

m.nt.on  of  I. ..stock  a.  •  probl.m  rath.r  th.n  a  tool  to  b.  an 

...y  way  to  a  .olution.  Th.r.  ,r.  .  I  .„  .  f.„  con  trad . e t i on,  b.tw.en 
th,  plan  and  curr.nt  happ.nmga  within  th.  rniurci  araa  In  th,  n, 
paragraph,  I  hop.  to  addr.,,  my  conc.rn,  with  your  m.nag.m.nt  plan. 

v, stock  HI.  to  b.  blam.d  for  most  of  th,  r,,ourc.  pr 
BLM  in  on,  way  or  anoth.r.  On  pag.s  2-13  and  2-17  th.r 
it, on  of  riparian  damag,  by  I  i  v. stock,  y.t  th.r.  .,  no  » 
.  us.  in  tho,.  ,.m.  rip.ri.n  bottom,  b.for.  th.  liv.stock  mov.  into 
is.  ar.a.  in  th.  spring  and  just  b.for.  spring  runoff  occur.  Th i . 
•In,  I  l.ok.d  at  a  .Ik  d.m.g.  probl.m  on  pr,,!,.  ,  „„.  STS  .b21l 
I  .Ik  can  s.v.r.ly  ov.rgr.,.  n.w  .pring  growth  b.for.  runoff  b.gm, 
and  l.ava  ar.a,  that  had  prop.r  gras.  stubbl,  in  wor.t  shap.  than  th. 
cattl.  had  I. ft  It  th.  y..r  b.for..  P        *  * 

On  p.g.  2-11   Tab  I.  2-7  sho |,ck  of  ,r.„  or  forb  ,     t„iv, 

cov.r  ov.r  th.  thr..  main  rang.  . i t«,  th.t  ci.tr  th.  r.sourc.  ar.a 
and  th,.  ,,  wh.r.  mo.t  of  th.  rip.ri.n  probl.m,  origm.t..    Th.r.  i. 

I   ■ d!?:: ':»:*r",  covr  °:,r  th*  --»<»»•«  .r„  th.t  ,t  w,n  „.v.r 

BLM    hll    2.,.    .  k  '     b:1"!'    "»"•••■•»*    Program.        In     th.     pa.t     th. 

1*1    ll,  ,       «nj    th.y    t.nd    to    c.nc.ntrat.    th.    Ii,.,t„ck    b.c.u,.    ,t     is 

th.    only    pl.c.    th.r.     ,,    ,ny    for.g..        ]     would     l,k.     to    ...     an    EIS 
d.v.lop.d    ,o    th.     r.,ourc.     ,r..     could    do    som.     c h.m , e. I "  ru'h     control 
which   would    l.ava    old    d.ad    ...abru.h    in    pl.c.    to    k..p    Vol.  \,    [I. 
gra.mg    pr.„ur,    down.        Th.r.    would    al.o    b.     the    n.ad    for     laro.r 
tr.atm.nt,    of    sag.bru.h    to    cut    down    on     th,     an  i  ma  I     concn  t  '  !t  ?on . 
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1.  In  the  DRMP,  Page  3-105,  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management 
section  contains  a  reference  to  utilizing  grazing  as  a  management 
tool  to  enhance  riparian  areas.  Please  refer  to  the  statement, 
"Development  of  AMPs  or  CRMAPs  would  consider  livestock 
grazing  management  as  a  tool  to  improve  or  maintain  the 
conditions  of  the  riparian  system  in  the  planning  area."  The  current 
management  of  livestock  is  resulting  in  impacts  associated  with 
overuse  of  portions  of  the  rangeland,  most  notably  riparian  areas 
and  previously  treated  areas. 

Please  also  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  41  of  letter  38  for  a 
reply  to  the  comment  regarding  riparian  damage. 

2.  Of  the  methods  that  are  available  to  treat  sagebrush,  chemical 
control,  under  the  proper  usage,  would  be  best  in  some 
circumstances,  not  only  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  comment,  but 
it  also  permits  better  control  on  application. 

3.  Studies  in  Colorado,  Montana,  Idaho,  Nevada  have  been  conducted 
that  show  impacts  and  changes  in  grouse  distribution  or 
populations  following  sagebrush  removal.  In  the  Gunnison  Valley, 
the  Tomichi  Dome  vegetation  project  is  a  good  example  of  how 
treatments  have  effected  grouse. 

4.  Monitoring  studies  on  public  land  winter  range  have  demonstrated 
that  shrubs  appear  to  make  up  the  bulk  of  winter  forage  for  elk  and 
deer.  Grasses  are  used  mostly  in  the  spring,  but  to  a  much  less 
degree.  Sage  grouse  do  not  have  a  well  developed  gizzard,  which 
prevents  them  from  using  grass  seed  like  other  birds,  and  as  a 
result  the  species  is  heavily  dependent  on  the  leaves  of  sagebrush 
and  the  herbaceous  vegetation  in  riparian  areas. 


5.      Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  34  of  letter  38. 
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egerding     the     effectl 


!  do  not  f..i 
v*n  study. 


On  [1,1  2-26  .t  states  that  there  it  •  theory 
agebrush  trcltmintt  on  the  decline  of  sag*  groue 
h,t  should  bt  included  in  th • t  BMP  unless  you  ha 
uch  of  tho  brush  control  work  that  hat  bten  dona  ovar  tha  years  seemt 
0  attract  tha  tagc  grouta  whan  thay  ara  fafding  tha i r  young  and  it 
Ito  attractt  tha  dear  and  elk  off  of  tha  BLM  ranga  I  and  down  on  to  tha 
rivata  landt  whara  thara  ia  battar  condition  ring*.       On  pege  2-15  it 
'so  mentione  that  daar,  elk,  taga  grouta  and  many  othar  birds  and 
ildlifa  ara  dapandant  on  aagabruah.   Dapandant  ia  a  vary  strong  word, 
spacially  whan  atudiss  show  that  taga  grouta  utiliza  opan  araat  for 
aading  and  braading,  and  elk  ara  probably  aiora  of  a  grazing  an  i  ita  I 
han  a  browsing  aniaial,  and  daar  only  utilize  tha  tagabruth  during 
ritical  w.ntart  whan  aiost  of  tha  othar  vagatation  it  covtrad  with 
now.   Much  of  tha  wildlifa  apacias  tpand  tha  majority  of  tha  i  r  time 
n  privata  landa  »n<S   US  Foraat  Service  landt  bacausa  that  ia  whara  all 
ha  ective  vagatativa  menagement  ia  occurring,  I  would  like  to  taa  tha 

BLM  take  a  ective  management  rola  rather  than  tha  pattiva  ona  thit  BMP 
ddrattat.   On  paga  S-12  thara  it  mora  avidenca  of  a  lack  of 
rogratt.va  thinking  by  rastriction  of  land  traatmanta  on  ovar  200,000 
crat  of  land,  that  with  tha  propor  traatmanta  could  only  banaf i t  all 
atourca  utara. 

n  pagat  S-7  and  3-104  thara  ia  mantion  that  thara  will  ba  no  aurfaca 
itturbanca  allowed  within  1/4  mile  of  ail  saga  grouta  lake,  between 
pr.l  1  and  May  31.   Vat  tha  BLM  it  allowing  and  helping  with  eome  of 
ha  cost  for  tha  Colorado  State  Division  of  Wildlife  to  install  a 
arking  lot  for  a  Watchable  Wildlife  Area  near  a  lak  in  Houston  Gulch. 
t  saemt  to  ma  that  th i a  ia  counter  to  your  plant  to  keep  froa 
itturbmg  tha  eage  grouse  during  mating.   Ona  of  tha  biggeat  reasons 
or  tho  decline  in  the  aage  grouse  ia  tha  influx  of  people  and 
evalopment  into  araat  that  were  once  inhabited  by  tha  saga  grouse. 

he  4"  minimum  stubble  height  in  riparian  areaa  is  mentioned 
hroughout  the  BMP ,  yet  there  is  the  allowence  for  40  -  60  X  use  in 
iparian  areas  bacaute  of  their  retilience.   Bluegrass  which  is  the 
redoeiinant  graee  in  riparian  areas  when  grazed  at  40  -  60  X    will 
sually  be  grazed  lower  than  4".    In  tha  Gunnison  Valley  with  a 
rowing  season  of  67  days  at  lower  elevationa  and  the  limited 
rec i p i ta t ■ on,  it  it  vary  likely  that  grazing  of  bluegreto  down  to  a 
•■  etubble  height  i  t  a  50  X  grazing  level.    Our  ttandardt  and 
pec  if icat i ont  for  patturt  and  hayland  management  atate  that  the 
amtenanca  grazing  level  for  bluegrass  ia  2".  and  in  most  casaa  th  i  a 
s  with  irrigation  and  fertilization.   It  alao  allows  for  closer 
razing  where  there  is  aerly  epring  grazing  followed  by  rest  for  the 
emainder  of  the  growing  aeason.   I  feel  that  there  should  be  more  of 
effort  placed  on  brush  control  end  working  with  the  livestock 
producer  to  achieve  better  riparien  menagement. 


6.  The  BLM  is  also  concerned  about  disturbance  to  sage  grouse  by 
human  activity,  and  we  hope  to  inform  the  public  of  these 
concerns  through  interpretation  and  by  educating  the  general 
public  about  the  wildlife  and  habitat  needs  on  public  lands.  The 
watchable  wildlife  area  will  be  signed  and  patrolled  to  encourage 
people  to  remain  in  their  vehicles  in  order  to  prevent  additional 
disturbance  to  the  birds.  If  for  some  reason  this  does  not  work, 
then  facilities  would  be  removed. 

7.  Please  see  the  revised  and  reworded  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  section  of  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  in  Chapter 
Four,  for  information  on  minimum  stubble  heights,  including  how 
these  recommended  actions  would  be  implemented. 

The  proposed  management  for  riparian  areas  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative  in  the  DRMP,  and  in  the  PRMP,  is  expected  to,  in  the 
short  term,  increase  the  vigor,  production  and  height  of  riparian 
grasses.  In  the  mid-to-long  term,  an  increase  in  grasses  other  than 
bluegrass  would  occur.  Other  grasses,  both  native  and  naturalized, 
such  as  brome,  timothy  and  wheat  grasses,  produce  significantly 
more  forage  than  bluegrass,  but  require  a  somewhat  higher  stubble 
height  to  remain  productive. 

8.  Several  studies  document  the  problems  that  occur  to  bighorn 
sheep  when  domestic  sheep  are  grazed  in  the  same  area.  In 
addition  to  the  studies  referenced  in  the  response  to  comment  38 
of  letter  50,  we  also  have  several  additional  studies  conducted 
from  1982  to  1991  that  were  published  in  The  Journal  of 
American  Veterinary  Medical  Association,  Journal  of  Wildlife 
Diseases,  that  show  the  problem  when  domestic  livestock  are 
intermingled  with  bighorn  sheep.  Beside  disease  related  problems, 
other  areas  of  concern  when  managing  for  bighorn  and  domestic 
livestock  occur  in  the  utilization  of  forage,  wild  sheep  and  habitat 
displacement,  and  interbreeding. 
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There  <s  also  much  mantion  of  domestic  livestock  passing  on  diteatee 
to  the  bighorn  sheep  population,  and  thara  is  only  ona  publication 
that  it  uted  to  get  this  information.   In  discuttion  with  the 
veterinarians  at  Town  and  Country  Vet  Clinic  in  Gunnison,  they  feel 
that  all  livestock,  wildlife  end  even  humans  carry  tha  same  diseases 
and  that  it  is  only  when  the  animals  »rt    put  under  undue  stress  that 
these  organisms  take  advantage  of  the  situation  and  will  kill  tha 
an.mal.   Th i a  is  another  undue  blame  on  livestock  when  possibly  there 
needs  to  be  some  further  reseerch  on  (he  effects  of  over  population 
and  the  continued  trapping  of  thete  animate. 

1  feel  thet  the  above  mentioned  i temt  need  some  further  research 
before  they  are  put  in  concrete  in  this  RMP,  and  soma  of  the  theories 
need  to  be  left  out  until  they  ere  proven.   This  document  needs  to 
reflect  the  multiple  use  concept  the  BLM  operates  under.   All  users  o 
the  BLM  lands  would  benefit  from  an  activa  resource  management  plan 
where  tha  objective  le  the  benefit  of  the  environment  es  a  whole. 


Sincerely 


/6^&f~ 


'John  M.  Scott 
District  Conse 


Tol  l of  son.  Area  Manage 
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I860  Lincoln  Street.  Suite  404  ■  Denver,  Colorado  60295 
303/860-0093 


June  12,  1991 


Mr.  Bill  Bottomly 
RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
2502  S.  Townsend  Avenue 
Montrose,  CO  81401 

Deal  Mr.  Bottomly: 

On  behalf  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  *  Oas  Association  (RMOGA)  and  its  division,  the 
Colorado  Petroleum  Association  (CPA),  following  are  comments  on  the  Gunnison  Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP)  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  RMOGA  is  a 
trade  association  with  hundreds  of  members  who  account  for  more  than  90%  of  the  oil  and  gas 
exploration,  production  and  transportation  activities  in  the  Rocky  Mountain  West.  As  such, 
RMOGA  is  vitally  interested  in  how  the  BLM  intends  to  manage  its  lands  in  terms  of  oil  and 
gas  resources. 

RMOGA  strongly  supports  the  less  restrictive  approach  toward  oil  and  gas  leasing  the 
BLM  proposes  in  the  Preferred  Alternative.  In  accordance  with  the  Supplemental  Program 
Guidance  for  Fluid  Minerals  (SPG),  the  BLM  is  required  to  utilize  the  least  restrictive 
stipulations  available  to  adequately  safeguard  other  resource  values  which  require  protection. 
Through  this  new  planning  analysis,  the  BLM  determined  that  an  80%  decrease  in  the  use  of 
seasonal  stipulations  is  appropnale  in  the  planning  area,  but  that  new  designation  of  no  surface 
occupancy  are  essential  on  35,605  acres  to  protect  important  wildlife,  scenic,  and  recreational 
values.  Moreover,  BLM  determined  that  44%  more  land  in  the  planning  area  (267,073  acres) 
should  be  leased  with  standard  stipulations.  Even  though  the  planning  area  has  very  little 
potential  for  oil  and  gas  resource  development,  we  applaud  BLM's  decision  to  make  management 
changes  it  believes  are  necessary,  even  if  they  may  be  unpopular  with  certain  segments  of  the 
public. 

In  general,  the  BLM  did  an  excellent  job  of  putting  together  the  DEIS.  It  is  easy  to  read 
and  follow.  However,  there  arc  a  few  elements  of  the  DEIS  which  we  believe  could  be 
improved. 


June  12,  1991 

Mr.  Bill  Bottomly 
RMP  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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1.  General  location  maps  and  a  table  showing  where  oil  and  gas 
stipulations  would  be  applied  are  included  in  Appendix  K  in  the 
PRMP. 

2.  The  referenced  discussion  on  impacts  in  the  DRMP  has  been 
changed  to  more  accurately  address  oil  and  gas  impacts  to  soils 
and  water  resources.  Please  refer  to  the  change  to  page  4-56  of 
the  text  of  the  DRMP,  in  Chapter  Three  of  the  PRMP.  The  PRMP 
also  reflects  the  changes,  where  applicable. 

3.  See  the  discussion  of  environmental  consequences  in  the  PRMP. 

4  and  5.  Neither  the  oil  and  gas  development  procedures  nor  the 
typical  oil  and  gas  operating  guidelines  are  included  in  the  appendix 
of  the  DRMP  or  PRMP.  The  reasonable  and  foreseeable 
development  scenario  of  one  or  two  wells  possibly  being 
developed  over  the  life  of  the  plan  does  not  warrant  the  publication 
of  this  somewhat  voluminous  information. 

6.  The  seasonal  stipulation  referenced  in  the  comment  is  not  included 
in  the  PRMP,  as  a  result  of  internal  review.  The  winter  ranges 
referenced  occur  on  about  34,500  acres  in  unit  E-7  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  and  are  used  by  deer  and  approximately  3,000-4,000 
elk.  Winters  in  the  area  of  concern  in  the  Planning  Area  can  be 
very  harsh  because  of  the  heavy  snow  and  extremely  cold 
temperatures.  Most  of  the  winter  ranges  on  the  subject  public 
lands  are  confined,  and  consist  of  open  sagebrush  covered 
hillsides,  with  very  little  thermal  or  security  cover.  Under  these 
kinds  of  conditions,  game  animals  are  vulnerable  to  the  slightest 
change  in  their  daily  routine.  The  potential  disturbance  caused  from 
road  construction,  vehicular  traffic,  and  related  activities  during  the 
winter  would  disrupt  traditional  big  game  use  patterns  for  several 
miles  around  the  drilling  operation.  Human  disturbance  upsets  the 
energy  conservation  mechanism  of  the  animals,  and  this  excessive 
energy  expenditure  in  winter  could  increase  mortality  and  reduce 
the  ability  of  does  and  cow  elk  to  produce  young  in  the  spring.  Elk 
and  deer  stay  close  to  their  food  source  and  human  disturbance 
could  force  them  into  areas  without  food,  or  into  deeper  snow,  or 
onto  private  lands  where  off-site  impacts  could  occur  to  forage 
there. 


It  would  be  extremely  helpful  if  the  BLM  would  include  maps  in  the  Final  FJS  detailing 
where  special  stipulations  will  be  applied.  We  realize  that  areas  subject  to  special  stipulations 
are  addressed  in  the  Management  Unit  discussions  in  Chapter  3;  nevertheless,  both  industry  and 
the  public  in  genera]  would  have  a  better  understanding  of  the  plan  if  stipulation  maps  are 
provided. 

Page  4-56  of  the  DEIS  indicates  that  seasonal  or  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations  would 
lessen  potential  impacts  if  development  occurs.  Seasonal  stipulations  do  not  normally  apply  to 
production.  In  fact.  Appendix  K  specifies  that  seasonal  limitations  do  not  apply  to  operation 
and  maintenance  of  producing  wells.  Moreover,  it  is  unclear  as  to  how  seasonal  restrictions 
could  prevent  accidental  fluid  discharges,  such  as  produced  water  during  drilling  operations, 
from  impacting  soil  and  water  resources.  However,  it  must  be  made  clear  that  other  mitigation 
measures  and  operating  standards  are  used  to  protect  sensitive  resource  values  during  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  production  activities.  According  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA),  mitigation  measures  should  be  addressed  in  Chapter  4  of  the  LIS,  Environmental 
Consequences.  More  specific  disclosure  of  operating  standards  and  guidelines  along  with 
additional  mitigation  measures  could  be  included  in  an  appendix  to  the  Final  EIS. 

Chapter  4  discusses  the  impacts  of  resource  uses  on  specific  resource  values,  such  as 
riparian  areas,  livestock  grazing,  and  scenic  values,  to  name  a  few.  Yet,  in  few  instances  are 
oil  and  gas  resources  discussed.  We  recognize  that  little  or  no  impact  is  expected  from  oil  and 
gas  activities;  however,  in  the  interest  of  conducting  adequate  NEPA  analysis,  it  is  important 
that  impacts  associated  with  oil  and  gas  resources,  along  with  reasonable  mitigation  measures, 
be  fully  disclosed  in  the  EIS. 

In  keeping  with  the  requirements  outlined  in  the  SPG,  we  believe  the  BLM  should  also 
add  an  appendix  to  the  Final  EIS  which  includes  a  discussion  of  the  various  stages  of  oil  and  gas 
activity,  from  leasing  to  abandonment  and  reclamation.  We  recommend  that  the  discussion 
contained  in  the  recently  adopted  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  Amendment  prepared  for  five  resource 
areas  u.  Colorado  be  incorporated  into  the  Gunnison  RMP.  Full  public  disclosure  of  typical  oil 
and  gas  operations  will  provide  a  foundation  for  public  understanding  of  oil  and  gas  activities. 

The  five  month  seasonal  restriction  in  critical  mule  deer  winter  range  seems  to  be 
excessive.  We  have  found  nothing  in  the  document  to  support  the  general  assumption  that  oil 
and  gas  activities  are  harmful  to  mule  deer.  Furthermore,  we  are  unaware  of  any  scientific 
studies  which  support  such  a  conclusion.  On  the  contrary,  deer  herds  would  probably  be  more 
adversely  impacted  by  poor  habitat  and/or  severe  winter  conditions  than  by  oil  and  gas  activities. 
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Mr.  Bill  Botiomly 
RMPTeam  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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According  lo  Table  *  16,  in  two  out  of  the  three  Gunnison  Management  Units  which 
contain  deer  habitat,  deer  population  currently  exceeds  the  herd  objectives  established  by  the 
Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife.  The  tame  is  true  for  elk.  We  recognize  that  seasonal 
stipulations  can  be  effective  in  providing  needed  protection  to  wildlife  during  harsh  winter 
conditions.  However,  we  believe  that  less  restrictive  measures  would  normally  suffice.  We 
recommend  that  the  BLM  reevaluate  its  stipulation  policy  on  critical  winter  range  areas  lo 
determine  whether  less  restrictive  stipulations  would  still  provide  for  adequate  protection  of  the 
resource. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  provide  you  with  our  views  and  comments.  If  you 
have  any  questions  or  would  tike  to  discuss  our  comments  in  greater  detail,  please  contact  me. 

Sincerely, 


(jU 


CC<_- 


Claire  M.  Moxlcy 

Manager,  Federal  Land  Planning 


CMMcw 

c.c.      Frank  Salwerowicz,  Deputy  Slate  Director,  Mineral  Resources 
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1 .      See  the  responses  to  comments  1  and  2  of  letter  8,  4  and  2  of 
letter  12,  and  3  of  8,  respectively. 


J 
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\ 

"I 

\ 


Bill  Bottoaly,  RHP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  CO 

2805  South  Towneend  Avenue  O^- 

Montrose.  CO  BH01 

Dear  Mr  Bottoaly, 

I  aa  writing  to  you  regarding  the  BLM'  e  recently  released 
draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and  E1S  for  the  Gunnison  Resource 
Area  in  Hinsdale,  Gunnison.  Saguache,  Montrose  and  Ouray  Counties. 
The  Draft  Plan  as  It  Is  does  not  include  soae  very  important 
aspects  that  would  protect  the  ecological  Integrity  and  beauty  of 
the  regions  discussed.  Please  take  into  consideration  ■>■  following 
suggestions : 

1.  ALL  of  the  LAKE  FORK  of  the  Gunnison  froa  its  origin  at 
Sloan  Lake  in  the  Handles  Peak  proposed  wilderness  to  Blue  Mesa 
Reservoir  deserves  Wild  and  Scenic  protection. 

2.  Please  include  the  f ol lowing  areas  in  the  official  Areas 
of  Critical  Concern:  the  Alpine  Triangle,  the  East  Gunnison, 
Cebolla  Creek,  and  West  Antelope  Creek. 

3.  Please  construct  aore  single  track  trails  outside  of 
proposed  wilderness  areas  to  accommodate  increased  hiking  and 
■ountal .  bicycling  deaands  in  tbe  area.  Please  insure  that 
motorcycles  and  jeeps  be  restricted  to  existing  trails  at  all 

tlaee. 

4.  Please  institute  grazing  management  practices  that  protect 
and  improve  riparian  habitat,  control  sediment  loss,  and  restore 
the  rangeland  to  good  condition. 


^aCpt^Xj^ 
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HIGH 
COUNTRY 
CITIZENS' 
ALLIANCE 

June  12,  1991 


Comments  on  the  BLM's  GUNNISON  RESOURCE  AREA  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

by  the  High  Country  Citizens'  Alliance 


General  Comments 

The  High  Country  Citizens'  Alliance  applauds  the  BLM  Gunnison  Resource  area  for  its  careful 
attempt  to  improve  resource  management  in  this  basin  Unlike  the  1989  Draft  Timber  Amendment  for 
(he  Gunnison  Kaboral  rarest  —  the  bsi  major  E1S  we  analyzed  —  the  RMP  includes  a  full  range  of 
alternalive  and  distinct  management  strategies    We  especially  like  your  attempt  to  improve  conditions  of 
riparian  areas. 

Recreation  Management 

L  Off  road  vehicles 

The  most  glaring  deficiency  in  the  document  is  its  poor  analysis  of  the  environmental  impacts 
of  off-road  vehicles,  especially  when  those  vehicles  travel  off  of  designated  routes. 

We  support  (he  Preferred  Alternative's  intention  to  dose  71  miles  of  nparian  zone  and  to  limit 
OHVs  to  designated  routes  year  long  on  92,927  acres  Ipg  4-591  However,  this  is  not  mapped  Map 
F-9  even  seems  to  rontradici  this,  for  u  maps  no  riparian  corridors  as  limited,  and  all  seasonal 
bmils  u  portrays  are  onry  during  winter   In  contrast,  Map  F-7  for  Alternative  0  Limited  Areas  showa 
many  nparan  comdors   Yel  Alternative  D »  verbal  description  indicates  a  limitation  of  just  6,844 
acres,  far  less  than  t'«  limited  area  lp  4-431  Abo,  how  can  we  compare  £*  '71  miles"  with  D's 
•1,500  teres*  of  dosed  land*> 

HCCA  aupporu  the  mere  careful  approach  exhibited  on  Map  P-7    BLM  is  dearly  hoping  to 
improve  riparian  zone*   Without  the  protections  proposed  in  Alternative  D,  your  other  efforts,  such 
as  limiting  livestock  grazing,  may  be  pointless   If  the  RMP  is  to  allow  unrestrained  motorized  use  m 
nparun  areas,  BLM  must  justify  thxs   There  is  no  explanation  presented  in  the  draft  to  explain  this. 

Unfortunately,  the  RMP  would  in  all  alternatives  leave  all  upland  areas  open  to  off-route  travel. 
This  Ignores  the  many,  many  cases  of  environmental  damage  caused  by  off- road- ve hides  on  BLM 
land*  throughoui  the  West-  And  lands  such  as  these  are  particularly  susceptible  to  the  ORV  impacts 
By  traveling  off  designated  routes,  ORV  riders  can  frighten  or  harass  trvesiodf  and  wOdhfe,  erode 
soil,  and  damage  vegetation  The  RMP  makes  no  mention  of  the  environmental  consequences  of 
opening  lands  to  unrestrained  ORVa,  a  severe  dull 
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We  accept  the  continued  use  of  ORVs  on  most  designated  routes,  outside  of  areas  dosed  tn 
Aaemauve  D   We  suggest  that  BLM,  instead  of  opening  all  terrain,  instead  open  and  designate 
additional  singletrack  traih  and  ieep  roads  Take  some  of  the  non  system  trails  and  designate  il*m 
Close  other  non- system  traih. 

The  RMP  needs  a  more  thorough  travel  management  analysis 

I  ftecreattloo  tWHiUes 
a    Trails 

We  have  kist  suggested  the  designation  of  sddMional  travel  routes  as  an  alternative  to 
tsnresthcted,  open  travel  We  also  suggest  the  construction  of  sdditional  traits.  This  wiO  be  a  boon 
10  mountain  bscydisu  Thss  burgeoning  sport  needs  more  non-wildemess  trad  facilities   (In  general, 
mountain  bacydists  rarely  nde  off-trail  because  they  have  insuffiaeni  powei  to  do  so  on  most  types 
of  terrain)  Gunnison  residenis  also  need  more  irafls  within  riding  distance  of  their  homes   The 
Gunnison  Basin  BLM  lands  offer  excellent  opporrurubex  for  both  needs   Already,  the  Rage  in  the 
Sage  area  provides  thousands  of  Recreation  Visitor  Days  for  cydists   This  could  be  easily  expanded. 
BLM  should  work  closely  with  mountain  bike  and  motorcycle  user  groups  to  expand  these  trad 
opportunrbes    BLM  should  hire  a  trails  coordinator,  who  would  then  solid!  and  organize  trail 
building  and  trail  patrolling  volunteers  This  at  one  place  where  US  Porest  Service  is  way  ahead  of 
the  Gunnison  Basin  BLM.  We  suggest  thai  on  this  one  you  should  follow  their  lead, 
b    Campgrounds 

HCCA  supports  your  proposed  recreation  facility  developments    With  regard  to  the  potential 
State  River  facility,  the  preferred  alternative  would  only  'consider*  its  development  We  feel  this 
small  trad  needs  more  certain  attention  Very  many  people  use  it  during  the  warmer  months   The 
vegetation  is  dedirung  and  the  soil  compacting  There  Is  no  evidence  that  the  old  trees  are 
regenerating 

However,  this  tract  should  not  become  a  running- water,  fee  facility   We  suggest  that  BLM  should 
use  subtle  iDethods  to  guide  vehicles  to  stay  on  a  definite  pathway  You  might  install  picnic  tables 
You  defirulrry  should  instaO  a  pit  tcakn.    This  should  be  located  on  the  side  of  the  hill  so  that  its 
nuk  does  not  reach  anto  the  river's  water  labse  The  toilet  should  use  a  new  design  that  eliminates 
odors  —  no  cross  vents,  but  instead  a  small  vent  into  the  cabin  and  a  Urge  diameter,  taO  vent  front 
the  vault  to  the  outside 

Timber  management 

The  RMP  suies,  "Reforestation  would  be  conducted  as  funds  become  available  *  15-106)  This  rs 
unsatisfactory    BLM  ts  most  bket>  losing  money  on  Us  umber  program   You  should  abandon  the 
money-losang  commercial  sales  and  devote  the  funds  to  the  noble,  critical  goal  of  Planetary  Restorauoo. 
We  have  dedmated  too  many  ecosystems  on  Earth  We  cannot  continue  this  destructive  paDem.  We 
must  devote  our  energies  to  constructive  projects  that  will  restore  our  damaged  environments  back  to 
their  productive  capacities  In  the  long  ma  this  effort  will  result  in  more,  higher  quality  trees  for  human 
use.  and  thus  snore  income  and  jobs  There  is  no  excuse  for  continuing  indiscriminate  commercxai 
umber  cutting  on  Gunnison  Resource  Area  BLM  lands' 


1 .  We  agree  that  the  wording  that  describes  impacts  to  riparian  zones 
from  proposed  OHV  management  in  Alt  D  and  Alt  E  is  inconsistent 
regarding  units  of  measure.  In  actuality,  there  are  only  a  few 
differences  between  OHV  designations  in  Alt  D  and  Alt  E.  Pages 
S-14  and  S-15  in  the  DRMP  summarize  the  acreage  in  each  OHV 
designation.  The  71  miles  of  riparian  areas  referenced  on  page  4- 
59  of  the  DRMP  that  would  be  closed  to  motor  vehicles  is  not  a 
new  designation.  It  is  the  amount  of  riparian  zones  contained 
within  closed  areas  such  as  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area.  These 
closed  areas  are  depicted  on  map  F-9  in  the  DRMP.  The  riparian 
corridors  are  not  highlighted.  The  approximate  acres  of  riparian 
areas  affected  by  limited  and  closed  areas  are  included  in  the 
discussion  of  impacts  to  riparian  areas  from  OHV  designations  in 
the  PRMP,  Chapter  Five. 

2.  Our  monitoring  of  riparian  areas  that  are  open  to  OHV  use  has 
identified  very  few  instances  where  damage  has  occurred.  If 
problems  do  arise  in  the  future,  on  public  lands  administered  by 
BLM,  this  agency  has  the  authority  to  implement  temporary  and 
immediate  emergency  closures.  These,  in  turn,  could  justify 
permanent  restrictions  or  elimination  of  OHV  use.  Permanent 
changes  could  only  occur  through  a  plan  amendment,  however. 

As  analyzed  in  the  impact  analysis  of  Alternative  A  (Current 
Management)  in  Chapter  Four  of  the  DRMP,  about  373,916  acres 
of  public  lands  are  now  open  to  OHV  use.  The  DRMP  also  analyzes 
the  impacts  of  OHV  designations  in  each  of  the  other  alternatives. 
Historic  and  current  OHV  designations  in  the  Planning  Area  have 
not  created  significant  impacts,  and  recommended  designations  in 
the  PRMP  are  not  expected  to  create  significant  impacts  during  the 
life  of  the  plan  (15-20  years) 

3.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  1  2.  In  addition,  the 
issue  of  open  vs.  limited  designations  is  one  we  have  wrestled 
with  for  a  long  time.  Most  of  the  resource  area  can  remain  open  to 
motorized  recreation  because  these  areas  generally  receive  light 
use,  most  people  tend  to  stay  on  the  roads,  the  ecosystems  are 
not  overly  fragile,  and  topography  tends  to  naturally  restrict 
vehicular  traffic.  Limited  designations,  such  as  designated  roads 
only,  are  applied  to  areas  that  get  heavier  use  or  places  where  the 
ecosystems  are  more  fragile. 

The  more  thorough  travel  management  plan  referenced  exists  as 
Gunnison  Basin  Resource  Area  OHV  Plan  and  was  written  in  1981 
and  amended  in  1984.  Please  note  on  page  1-11  of  the  DRMP  that 
this  document  is  referenced  as  valid  existing  management.  Our 
goal  in  the  RMP  is  not  to  rewrite  this  OHV  plan  but  fine  tune  it  to 
accommodate  management  objectives  of  the  Preferred  Alternative 
and  the  PRMP. 

4  and  5.  The  Resource  Area  has,  in  the  past,  worked  with  various 
interest  groups  such  as  the  Colorado  Trail  Foundation,  the  West 
Elk  Road  Club  and  the  Colorado  Mountain  Club,  whose  volunteers 
have  helped  us  build  and  maintain  trails.  We  would  continue  to  do 
so  in  the  future.  We  would  welcome  the  opportunity  to  work  with 
any  organized  mountain  bike  or  motorcycle  club.  It's  been  our 
experience  that  most  of  our  users  travel  some  distance  to  use 
Gunnison  Resource  Area  public  lands. 

Many  of  our  non-wilderness  areas  have  networks  of  roads,  two 
tracks  and  trails  that  are  appropriate  for  use  by  mountain  bikes. 
Most  of  these  routes  receive  little  vehicle  use,  cover  a  wide  variety 
of  terrain,  and  are  generally  underutilized  by  the  recreating  public. 
Because  of  staffing  and  other  constraints,  we  would  rather  inform 
the  public  of  the  many  existing  opportunities  on  public  lands. 


Please  also  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  4,  letter  12. 
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Water  management 

1    lost  ream  flow  r~? 

HCCA  applaud*  the  BLM's  attention  10  pursue  instream  flows  on  115  miles  of  fishery  stream* 
13  1USJ  We  wonder  how  you  intend  to  do  this  Does  ihi<  nxin  spending  money  to  acquire  pmaie 
water  rights,  and  then  donating  these  nghts  to  the  Colorado  Wales  Conservation  Board*  Or  does 
BLM  Intend  to  go  to  court  and  daim  a  federal  water  right?  It  certainty  would  not  be  •  'reserved* 
right,  for  BLM  lands  by  defmiDoo  are  not  reservations  With  the  absence  of  a  stated  plan  on  how  to 
accomplish  thu  instream  flow  goal,  HCCA  must  doubt  the  senousrirt*  of  the  BLM. 

I  wildcat  Creek 

HCCA  applaud*  the  BLM's  existing  and  planned  management  of  the  Wildcat  Orek  drainage 
above  Oested  Bude  The  exclusion  of  livestock  From  [ho  municipal  drinking  watershed  u 
important  The  US  Forest  Service  should  do  the  same! 
5   Lake  Fork  wild  *  Scenic 

BLM  should  not  so  quickly  dts/niss  suitabtliry  of  the  Lake  Fork  as  s  WOd  and  Seen*  River  We 
divigrre  with  the  statement  on  page  1-10  that  the  outstanding  values  of  the  uppeT  segment  'are  not 
river  dependent  *  The  Alpine  Tnangle  SRMA  has  many  outstanding  values  which  are  intimately 
connected  to  the  nvrr    What  ate  Colorado's  mounuins  without  Colorado's  rivers?  They  are 
irreparable  and  co-dependero.    ft  you  really  want  to  protect  these  values,  you  roust  protect  the  rrvei 
The  RMP  contain*  iruufTioew  evidence  that  the  SRMA  will  accomplish  this   The  headw-aierv  above 
Lake  San  Cristobal  will  eastry  qushfy  for  Scenic  or  Recreational  status    None  of  thu  river  should  be 
subjected  to  any  more  dams   Wad  and  Scenic  River  designabon  is  the  only  way  to  accomplish  that 

li  BLM  insists  on  a  rion-suaable  recorranendabon,  you  should  at  least  beef  up  the  SRMA 
provision*  Include  the  Lake  Pork  as  a  critical,  major  feature,  provide  that  *  is  w*hdnwn  from 
additional  water  diversion  structures,  insist  that  protects  along  its  banks  are  carefully  controlled  io 
ekminjtr  aesthetic  impacts,  sod  erosion,  and  vegetative  disturbance 

Wildlife 

The  plan  will  consider  Introducuon  of  moose  two  the  Powderhom  Pnmtuve  Ares    HCCA  Is 
uncertain  about  lbs*  because  the  history  tt  uncertain   Did  moose  bvr  In  Colorado  prior  to  White  Man? 
1/  *o,  then  Uus  introduction  may  be  appropriate    If  not,  then  1  is  probably  inappropriate 

We  support  inclusion  of  this  •consider*  provision  in  the  plan  We  would  expect  the  EA  to  answer 
the  history  and  science  questions,  and)  full  public  rnvorvemenL 

We  support  stnci  land  managcneni  provision*  to  maintain  the  populations  of  the  I'ncompaghre 
PriuUsry  Butterfly  This  may  include  resincuons  on  recreation  In  the  Wilderness  Study  Axes*  south  of 
Lake  City   Wilderness  exists  for  much  more  than  recreation1 


Riparian  Zones 

_  I  We  applaud  the  BLM's  apparent  i 

11       I  Your  plan  looks  good 

With  regard  to  umbet,  Alte rr 


ention  to  significantly  improve  As  npanan  tone  management. 


■  C  would  allow  timber  harvest*  If  ripanan  and  wildlife  values  are 
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improved,  w nereis  D  would  entirely  prohibit  logging  in  npanan  tones    If  you  aic  venous  about 
improving  thts  cnucaJ  ecosystem,  why  uke  thu.  half  way  measure'  What  evidence  can  you  show  that 
logging  wiD  eirr  improve  a  npanan  tone* 

We  Support  the  provision  to  modify  or  relocate  aster  sources  and  roads  in  ripanan  areas  where 
theve  are  harming  the  ecosystem. 

Visual  management 

We  are  alarmed  that  the  RMP  would  allow  well  over  a  third  of  the  lands  to  dr grade  to  VRM  CUs* 
IV  —  'masor  modifications  of  the  characteristic  landscape  [management  |  activities  may  dominate  the 
landscape  and  be  the  major  focus  of  viewer  attention.  IS16  and  Glossary  p  91 

We  must  remind  BLM  that  tounsro  and  recreation  are  by  far  the  primary  economic  livelihood  tn 
the  Gunnison  Basin  Tounsm  and  recreation  here  are  strongly  bed  to  our  naiural  apoeanng  landscape 
What  destruction  would  cause  this  severe  landscape  degradanort'  Where  would  it  occur*  Why  would  n 
occur,  given  the  mandate  of  BLM  to  support  local  economies* 

HCCA  supports  Alternative  D's  Visual  Resource  Management,  which  place*  a  majority  of  the  lands 
in  VRM  Class  U  and  ID,  some  m  Class  I,  and  very  linle  in  das*  IV  We  must  remind  you  of  your  legal 
obligation  to  protect  resource*  Gncrudmg  visual  resources)  and  mat  merely  to  preside  over  their  demise 

livestock  grazing  and  forage 

1  SocioecooomJc  Impacts 

The  RMP  insuffiaentry  addresses  the  economic  contributions,  history,  and  prospects  of  the 
livestock  industry,  and  of  that  industry's  dependence  on  these  BLM  lands   The  RMP  should  more 
carefully  discuss  this  The  RMP  should  also  compare  the  economic  contribution  of  grazing  on  BLM 
lands  with  the  economic  cor, -.Jibuti  ons  of  other  uses  and  resources 

2  Range  Condition 

HCCA  is  quite  concerned  with  the  very  large  amount  of  Gunnison  Basin  BLM  land  in  only  fair 
and  poor  condition  Only  one-sixth  of  the  307.000  suitable  grazing  acres  ts  in  good  condition  The 
RMP  indicates  BLM  s  intentions  to  improve  this  situation   However,  these  intentions  seem  to  rely 
on  •  "business  as  usual*  approach  Pur  example,  you  would  tuni!  total  forage  utilization  to  the 
•moderate  leveL  or  40-60%  of  the  current  year's  growth*,  and  you  would  require  a  minimum  srubbie 
height  of  IS'  or  4*   How  does  this  differ  from  the  past  decade  or  two  of  management1  Why  wiD 
this  lead  to  improvements^  How  wiTJ  you  spend  money  to  correct  the  situation? 

The  RMP  indicaies  that  only  28  of  the  146  allotments  have  completed  Allotment  Management 
Plans,  and  the  plan  a  to  create  only  "one  or  two*  more  AMPs  each  year    At  the  2/year  rate,  tl  ariB 
Uke  59  years  before  the  AMPs  are  completed'  This  probably  violates  the  provisions  of  the  1980 
Gunnison  Basin  Grazing  E1S 

Does  the  RMP  replace  the  plans  put  forth  in  the  I960  plan?  If  so,  does  this  represent  a 
retrenchment  of  efforts  to  improve  the  range,  or  an  advance? 

Your  willingness  to  require  minimum  stubble  heights  may  be  a  good  idea,  25*  is  probably  loo 
small   This  requirement  should  be  flexible  to  some  extent,  because  BLM  should  be  considering 
alternative  grazing  management  schemes  The  work  of  Allan  Savory  has  shown  that  intensive 


6.  The  proposed  campground  development  at  Slate  River  is  being 
considered  in  the  DRMP  because,  at  this  time,  other  higher 
priorities  and  fiscal  realities  dictate  that  emphasis  be  placed 
elsewhere.  The  BLM  recognizes  the  popularity  of  these  sites  and 
the  opportunity  to  improve  management  and  reduce  impacts. 
When  BLM  begins  the  examination  of  the  land  at  the  site-planning 
stages,  we  would  consider  the  suggestions  in  the  comment  when 
determining  what,  if  any,  facilities  and  improvements  would  be 
proposed. 

7.  See  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  24  regarding 
reforestation.  The  Gunnison  Resource  Area  receives  payments  in 
excess  of  the  actual  costs  of  timber  sales  that  occur  on  BLM 
managed  lands.  These  sales  have  been  conducted  in  accordance 
with  applicable  laws,  regulations,  and  approved  land  use  plans. 

8.  The  BLM  plans  to  pursue  instream  flows  on  streams  containing 
fisheries  using  the  legal  framework  established  by  the  state  of 
Colorado.  Colorado  Senate  Bill  97  allows  appropriation  of  water  by 
the  state  of  Colorado  to  protect  the  natural  environment  (i.e., 
fisheries).  In  1 986,  Senate  Bill  97  was  amended  to  provide  that  the 
Colorado  Water  Conservation  Board  request  instream  flow 
recommendations  from  agencies  within  the  United  States 
Departments  of  Agriculture  and  the  Interior. 

9.  The  referenced  text  in  the  DRMP,  Appendix  I,  page  1-10,  has  been 
changed.  Please  refer  to  page  1-10  in  Appendix  I  of  the  PRMP.  The 
intended  meaning  BLM  is  attempting  to  convey  is  that  the  scenic 
values  in  Segment  A  of  the  river  would  continue  to  be  well 
protected  with  the  existing  management  authorities,  and  therefore, 
this  segment  would  not  make  a  worthy  addition  to  the  National 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  Rivers  play  an  important  role  in 
any  Rocky  Mountain  ecosystem.  In  our  suitability  analysis  of 
segment  A,  we  made  two  major  points  that  still  seem  accurate. 
First,  since  scenery  was  the  only  "outstandingly  remarkable" 
feature  that  qualified  this  river  for  eligibility  we  evaluated  whether 
it  was  the  river  that  formed  the  basis  for  scenic  quality.  We 
decided  that  it  was  the  steep  topography  of  mountains  and  valleys 
that  contributed  most  to  outstanding  scenic  values  and  while  the 
river  played  a  role  in  scenic  quality  it  is  still  a  minor  role.  Secondly, 
existing  management  provides  protection  for  this  river  corridor,  and 
Wild  and  Scenic  status  would  be  a  redundant  and  unnecessary 
protection  measure.  Existing  protection  measures  include  the 
SRMA,  WSA  status  for  part  of  the  corridor,  the  Alpine  Loop 
National  Back  Country  Byway  designation,  the  Loop  Road  Scenic 
Withdrawal  (which,  among  other  things,  withdraws  the  corridor 
from  mineral  entry),  and  the  State  of  Colorado's  instream  flow 
right.  Please  also  see  the  response  to  comment  8  of  letter  72. 

10.  According  to  discussions  with  the  CDOW,  moose  did  occur  in 
Colorado  but  were  limited  to  the  northern  part  of  the  state  where 
they  moved  back  and  forth  between  Wyoming  and  Colorado. 
Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  25  of  letter  38.  At  this 
time  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  is  a  Wilderness  Study  Area  and 
has  been  recommended  to  Congress  for  wilderness.  If  designated 
as  wilderness,  BLM  would  not  consider  the  introduction  of  moose 
into  the  area.  Moose  could  be  considered  for  introduction  in  the 
event  that  Congress  acts  upon  and  does  not  designate  the  area  as 
wilderness. 

1 1 .  Timber  harvesting,  if  permitted  in  riparian  areas,  would  be  required 
to  be  carefully  planned  to  consider  both  wildlife  and  riparian 
values.  For  example,  if  conifers  were  thinned  adjacent  to  a  riparian 
area  to  stimulate  aspen  growth,  food  and  dam  material  would  be 
available  to  beavers,  an  animal  well  known  for  its  ability  to  help 
restore  degraded  riparian  areas.  The  amount  of  suitable  commercial 
timber  expected  to  be  harvested  in  riparian  areas  is  minimal. 


12.  The  VRM  Class  objectives  outlined  in  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
DRMP,  are  not  a  sure  indicator  that  visual  resources  on  those  lands 
would  degrade  to  that  level.  The  importance  of  scenery  to  tourism 
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grazing,  followed  by  i  good,  long  (est,  on  yield  supenur  results, 
open  its  collective  nund  (o  this  possitiility,  and  io  other  new  mar 
Savory  scheme  require*  a  high  dcgiee  of  labor,  and  perhaps  mor 
permittees  are  willing  io  pui  in  ihal  kind  of  effort,  for  it  will  cost 
more  beef,  so  it  is  al  least  worth  considering. 
}    Wildlife/cattle  conAlrt 

We  feel  concerned  about  the  animosity  ranchers  are  developing  toward  the  elk  and  deer  which 
consume  forage  on  private  and  public  lands   Both  the  livesiock  and  the  wildlife  have  a  right  to  eiist 
on  our  public  range,  but  the  animosity  shows  thai  co-existence  Is  threatened  Several  year?  of  mild 
winters  have  lead  to  record  high  populations  of  elk.  without  a  concomitant  increase  in    forage 
because  rain  and  snowpacks  were  low   This  has  negatively  fmpacied  ranchers    BLM  should  address 
this  problem  in  more  detail,  and  work  io  icsolve  the  titualion   This  «i<i>  mean  adopting  its  own 
wildlife  goals,  as  opposed  lo  merely  echoing  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife,  which  depends  on 
increasing  numbers  of  elk  and  deer  for  hunters  to  shoot.  Resolution  of  the  problem  may  also  mean 
lhai  BLM  must  spend  more  money,  which  may  be  in  short  supply    You  will  need  to  be  creative  to 
get  the  job  done    You  also  need  to  bciier  coordinate  your  for  age /wildlife/livestock  management 
with  the  Forest  Service,  DOW,  and  private  Landowners    Each  of  these  plays  a  role  in  providing 
wildlife  winter  range,  and  animals  that  winter  under  one  management  ownership  inevitably  move  to 
another  ownership  in  the  summer   we  did  not  see  any  RMP  discission  of  this  issue 

The  RMP  has  identified  numerous  acres  of  wildlife  winter  range,  and  it  plans  io  maintain  and 
improve  that  range  10  good  condition   When  we  again  have  cold,  harsh  winters,  the  big  game  will 
need  good  lands  at  the  lower  elevations  Therefore,  we  support  ihe  goats  slated  for  Management 
Units  t-7  13-118)  and  E  12  13-1231 

In  general.  HCCA  supports  the  provision  of  forage  for  both  livestock  and  wildlife,  and  expects 
BLM  to  find  a  balance  between  these  uses  Hopefully.  BLM  will  find  a  solution  lhai  sahsfies 
ranchers,  hunters,  and  the  public  which  appreciates  big  game  for  aesihetic  and  emotional  reasons. 
Aliernauvely,  BlM  nu>  have  io  make  a  "hard  choice*  and  take  heat  from  one  or  more  sectors  of 
the  public 

The  public  does  not  necessarily  need  or  want  huge  numbers  of  elk  and  deer    Elk  and  deer  are 
not  the  only  wildlife    BLM  is  perhaps  in  a  betlcr  posiuon  than  CO  DOW  io  manage  for  a  diversity 
of  wildlife,  both  game  and  non-game    We  hope  that  your  final  RMP  will  anal)  ic  llns 
A.  forage  allocation 

We    support  ihe  general  goal  of  allocating  increased  forage  first  to  watershed,  because  sofl 
erosion  is  one  of  America's  most  scnous  long  term  problems    As  Savory  noles,  soil  is  our  number 
one  export    We  send  u  io  the  oceans  in  enormous  quanunes    This  erosion  has  led  to  severe 
non  point  source  pollution  ihroughoul  the  West,  which  harms  aquatic  environments 

Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 

HCCA  supports  the  designation  of  the  ACEC's  listed  in  AJiernaUve  D 

HCCA  believes  that  BLM  should  designate  the  Easl  Gunnison  as  an  ACEC   Its  relevance  goes 
beyond  the  mere  maintenance  of  mule  deer  and  elk  populations  [H-5I  This  land  has  seen  severe 


and  of  tourism  to  the  local  economy  is  recognized  by  BLM.  That 
is  one  reason  we  would,  in  the  PRMP,  and  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  DRMP,  place  about  2/3  of  the  resource  area  in  VRM 
Classes  I,  II,  and  III  that  place  a  high  value  on  maintaining  scenic 
quality.  There  are  some  lands  in  the  resource  area  that  are  not 
adjacent  to  heavily  used  areas,  that  do  not  have  outstanding 
scenic  resources  or  have  other  resource  uses  which  could  result  in 
major  visual  intrusions.  In  a  full  spectrum  of  multiple  use 
management  the  diversity  of  needs  in  both  preservation  and 
development-oriented  activities  must  be  balanced.  In  this  instance. 
Class  I  and  II,  which  are  on  the  preservation  end  of  the  scale, 
cover  37.5%  of  the  planning  area.  Class  IV  covers  38.5%  of  the 
area  and  Class  III,  which  is  in  between  the  two  comprises  the 
remaining  23.2%.  Given  the  visual  resources  in  the  Planning  Area, 
this  is  an  appropriate  balance.  Among  the  changes  we  propose  to 
existing  VRM  Classes  in  the  PRMP  and  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
DRMP,  are  upgrades  from  Class  IV  to  Class  III  in  areas  of  moderate 
visitor  use  at  Hartman  Rocks  and  High  Mesa.  Please  refer  to  the 
management  unit  prescriptions  in  the  PRMP  for  detailed  VRM 
management  that  is  proposed. 

13.  The  extent  of  use  that  occurs  on  public  lands  by  the  livestock 
industry  is  represented  on  pages  2-28  through  2-29  of  the  DRMP. 
These  statistics  represent  to  a  degree  the  dependence  of  the 
industry  on  public  lands.  The  information  requested  in  the 
comment  regarding  economic  contributions  and  prospects  of  the 
livestock  industry  are  not  available  to  BLM.  The  BLM  could  compile 
a  history  of  livestock  grazing,  but  this  information  would  not 
greatly  contribute  to  the  RMP.  Information  regarding  fees  paid  to 
BLM  for  livestock  grazing  are  available  at  our  Gunnison  office. 

Also,  regarding  the  reference  in  the  comment  on  comparing 
economic  contributions  of  various  resources,  please  refer  to  the 
responses  to  comments  8  and  9  of  letter  35,  and  comment  40  of 
letter  38. 
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n  opportunity  for  restoration   This  parcel  needs 


kplain  why  the  particular 
■rung  criteria,  bur  noi  the 
have  made  no  effort  lo  do  so. 


impacts  from  past  use,  and  cuneni  situations  alio 
special  attention1 

In  general,  a  serious  problem  with  the  RMP  is  its  failure  10  anal)ie 
ACEC's  proposed  in  Aliernauve  E  were  chosen  The  RMP  explains  ihe  j 
selection  cntena    You  might  convince  us  thai  E  is  preferable  to  D,  but  y 

lands  and  Rights  of  Way 

We  support  ihe  RMP  s  Acquisition  Cntena.  ID-61,  but  with  the  assumpUon  that  these  are  not  ranked 
Each  cntena  is  equally  valid. 

The  RMP  has  no  Disposal  Cnleria.  This  is  a  serious  flaw  The  document  contains  a  long  list  of 
disposal  tracts,  but  insufficiently  explains  each  disposal   We  oppose  this  list  because  there  Is  no  criteria 
listing,  nor  any  dear  applicauon  of  the  criteria  lo  the  individual  parcels   If  the  BLM  has  no  applicable 
disposal  cnteria,  we  suggest  Lhai  you  adopt  those  of  the  CMUO  Nauunal  Forest  1983  land  and  Resource 
Management  Plan. 

We  remind  BLM  that  the  policy  of  the  United  States  is  to  retain  ownership  of  its  public  lands 
Adjustments  can  be  made  for  public  purposes,  not  private  purposes  |The  idea  of  disposing  of  land  so 
that  more  land  will  be  in  private  hands,  and  thus  sub|ea  to  properly  taxation  or  alleged  'wise 
management  wiih  private  profit  inornuves*  has  been  totally  debunked  and  reacted  by  the  U.S. 
Congress,  based  on  countless  bad  examples  ) 

HCCA  requests  thai  BLM  look  much  more  closely  al  the  opportunities  for  land  trading   Its  ime  lhai 
many  of  ihe  Gunnison  Ba«in  parcels  are  isolated  and  difficult  to  manage  These  same  parcels  may  be 
quite  valuable  lo  adjacent  or  nearby  landowners    Those  owners  should  not  merely  put  up  cash  for  the 
purchase    Those  owners  should  insiead  acquire  lands  which  will  lie  valuable  additions  lo  ihe  public 
domain,  and  offer  them  for  iradc    If  the  trade  process  is  too  burdensome,  then  BLM  should  go  to 
Congress  and  request  administrative  procedure  improvements   Land  trades  are  potentially  an  excellent 
management  tool,  which  neither  USFS  nor  BLM  have  sufficiently  utilized 

Our  position  is  there  should  be  no  nel  diminuuon  of  public  land  holdings  within  the  Gunnison 
Basin. 

We  are  also  concerned  about  the  proposed  nghts  of  way  for  electnc  poweriine  comdors  The 
corridors  are  much  too  wide   For  what  possible  reason  would  the  electnc  utilities  need  a  full  mile  of 
width?  The  RMP  makes  no  explanation  of  ihis  The  comdor  need  be  no  more  than  WO  feet  wide,  or  up 
io  1000  feet  in  unusual  circumstances 

Budgets 

The  RMP  does  not  include  a  financial  analysis,  nor  a  budget  This  is  slandard  procedure  for 
plan,  so  why  not  here'  Can  the  plan  be  implemented  on  the  existing  budget7  If  not,  how  will  you 
to  Congress  ihe  increased  spending5  The  public  might  be  able  to  help  you  make  such  justificalio 
you  give  us  no  basis  for  doing  so 

If  the  plan  requires  an  increased  appropriation,  what  are  the  prospects  for  obtaining  thai  ir 
HCCA  opposes  the  preparation  of  a  plan  which  is  based  on  unreahsne  budgetary  assumptions 


i  USFS 
justify 


14.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  19  of  letter  35. 

15.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  9  of  letter  35,  and  to 
page  3-3  of  the  DRMP  for  discussions  of  budget  needs  to 
implement  the  referenced  actions.  The  increase  mentioned  on  page 
3-3  of  the  DRMP  would  apply  to  the  PRMP  as  well.  Please  also 
refer  to  the  discussion  of  activity  plans  under  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  in  the  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  section  of  Chapter 
Four  in  the  PRMP. 

16.  Please  refer  to  page  2-5,  Chapter  Two,  of  this  PRMP  for  a 
discussion  of  the  relationship  of  this  PRMP  and  the  April,  1980, 
Draft  and  the  September,  1980,  Final  Gunnison  Basin  Livestock 
Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

17.  Please  refer  to  the  Standard  Management  for  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  in  the  PRMP,  pages  4-6  through  4-11,  for  language 
that  has  been  modified  to  clarify  how  livestock  grazing 
management,  including  managing  for  minimum  stubble  heights, 
would  be  implemented.  Flexibility  in  the  application  of  stubble 
heights  that  would  be  possible  is  also  described.  Allotment 
Management  Plan  preparation  is  also  discussed  in  greater  detail  in 
the  same  section  in  the  PRMP. 

Minimum  stubble  heights  are  recommended  in  order  to  achieve  the 
resource  conditions  in  the  Standard  Management  section  for 
Livestock  Grazing  Management,  and  in  prescriptions  for  certain  of 
the  Management  Units  in  the  PRMP.  In  riparian  areas,  achieving 
these  levels  would  help  maintain  plant  vigor  and  production, 
provide  for  quality  livestock  forage  and  wildlife  habitat,  provide  a 
minimum  of  plant  residue  to  trap  sediment  during  high  flows, 
buffer  or  reduce  the  energy  of  high  flows,  reduce  erosion,  and 
protect  streambanks.  The  implementation  of  stubble  heights  could 
occur  within  a  variety  of  grazing  systems,  including  non-traditional 
or  rest  or  deferred  rotation  patterns. 
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Document  presentation:  Clarity  and  usefulness 
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The  document'  a  »wt]  *nnen.  irxJ  the  tuition  have  made  in  obvioot  auempc  10  i 
uany  laoj.ymj  >od  techntcjl  jargon    The  Summjnttd  Comparison  of  the  Minjg.ni, 
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iSlng  loo 
fiwnl  Allcmalives  Ls 

good  However,  each  psrsg'aph  should  refer  to  succeeding  pages  so  thai  readers  an  find  more  deuiled 
explanations  of  each  item     The  Glossary  is  good   It  could  be  improved   It  does  not  explain  "Category 
H*  lands,  and  some  other  terms. 

The  most  aenous  problem  is  the  tadt  of  an  index  Ah  index  ts  crucial  to  analyzing  the  document  lis 
omission  has  made  out  task  much  more  difficult  Indexing  is  an  an.  and  you  should  pay  careful  attention 
to  this  need  in  the  Final  A  good  index  »ill  facility  everybody  s  use  of  the  plan. 

Conclusion 

Ye  are  in  full  support  of  the  principle  of  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  as  provided  by  law  We 
emphasize  the  need  to  ensure  that  use  does  not  degrade  the  resources,  so  thai  future  generalions  can 
enjoy  much  the  same  benefits  as  we  have-  today 

Our  preceding  comments  should  be  taken  in  this  broad  context  We  are  well  aware  of  the  difficulties 
you  haw  in  balancing  the  many  demands  placed  on  the  public  lands  you  manage   We  will  lake  ill  of 
these  factors  (and  others)  into  account  in  deleimining  our  future  involvement  in  your  planning  process 
We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in  resoMng  use  conflict  as  they  arise 


18.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  13  of  letter  50  regarding  elk 
numbers  and  forage  utilization  on  public  lands.  The  BLM  is  also 
concerned  about  the  conflicts  referenced  in  the  comment.  We  met 
with  the  county  stockgrowers'  association  in  July  and  December, 
1991,  to  discuss  their  concerns  regarding  the  DRMP  as  it  relates 
to  the  conflicts.  In  addition,  the  initial  Habitat  Partnership  Program 
meeting  with  all  the  referenced  entities  in  the  comment  was  held 
in  August,  1991 .  Resolving  the  local  issues  to  the  satisfaction  of 
all  parties  will  take  creativity  and  cooperation,  and  we  are 
committed  to  this  end.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comments  of 
letters  38,  50,  and  others  regarding  wildlife-livestock  issues,  and, 
in  the  PRMP,  the  modified  Livestock  Grazing  Management  and 
Wildlife  Habitat  Management  portions  of  Standard  Management. 
The  BLM  incorporated  these  changes  in  the  text  as  a  result  of 
internal  review,  the  comments  we  received,  and  as  a  result  of  our 
meeting  with  the  stockgrowers'  association  representatives. 
Recommended  elk  numbers  of  9,000  throughout  the  Planning  Area 
appear  to  be  within  the  total  carrying  capacity  for  the  habitat. 
Deer  numbers  are  excessive,  in  certain  locations  of  the  Planning 
Area  on  public  lands,  however. 

19.  In  the  judgement  of  BLM,  the  recommendations  in  the  PRMP 
provide  a  balance  between  multiple  uses  on  public  lands.  Some  of 
the  actions  are  hard  choices,  which  sometimes  results  in  the  RMP 
process  and  is  commensurate  with  the  responsibility  BLM  has  to 
manage  resources  for  the  general  public(s).  The  BLM  would 
continue  to  manage  habitat  on  public  lands,  with  the  aim  being  to 
provide  a  proper  diversity  of  species  and  habitat. 

20.  See  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  8. 

21 .  The  ACECs  in  each  alternative,  and  the  PRMP,  were  recommended 
for  designation  based  on  how  they  each  contributed  to  meeting  the 
objectives  of  the  particular  alternatives,  whether  special 
management  attention  was  needed,  and  how  each  fit  into  the  mix 
of  uses  BLM  manages  on  public  lands.  See  Table  H-2,  Appendix  H, 
for  the  special  values  in  each  area  considered  and  selected. 

22.  The  Acquisition  Criteria  in  Appendix  D-6  are  not  prioritized  or 
ranked. 

23.  The  criteria  for  disposal  of  Category  I  lands  through  public  sale  are 
referenced  on  pages  3-13,  3-21,  3-53,  3-74,  and  3-108  in  the 
DRMP.  The  criteria  are  located  in  Section  203  of  FLPMA,  and  are 
listed  below. 

(1).  such  tract  because  of  its  location  or  other  characteristics  is 
difficult  and  uneconomic  to  manage  as  part  of  the  public  lands, 
and  is  not  suitable  for  management  by  another  Federal  department 
or  agency;  or 

(2).  such  tract  was  acquired  for  a  specific  purpose  and  the  tract  is 
no  longer  required  for  that  or  any  other  Federal  purpose;  or 

(3).  disposal  of  such  tract  will  serve  important  public  objectives, 
including  but  not  limited  to,  expansion  of  communities  and 
economic  development,  which  cannot  be  achieved  prudently  or 
feasibly  on  land  other  than  public  land  and  which  outweigh  other 
public  objectives  and  values,  including,  but  not  limited  to, 
recreation  and  scenic  values,  which  would  be  served  by 
maintaining  such  tracts  in  Federal  ownership. 

Each  tract  in  the  Appendix  D  that  is  listed  for  disposal  in  a 
particular  alternative  also  has  sufficient  explanation  that  notes 
which  of  these  criteria  would  be  met,  at  this  point.  Closer 
examination  of  any  specific  tract  might  reveal  that  more  criteria 
would  be  met,  or  that  the  public  interest  would  not  be  served  if  the 
tract  were  disposed  of.  The  tracts  are  available  for  consideration 
for  disposal  by  exchange  or  other  means.  As  is  stated  on  the  pages 
mentioned  above  in  this  response,  the  BLM  is  under  no  obligation 
to  dispose  of  any  of  these  lands  by  public  sale  or  other  means,  but 
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they  would  be  available  to  be  considered  for  public  sale  or  disposal 
by  other  means. 

Criteria  for  disposal  of,  and  an  explanation  of  Category  II  lands  are 
also  located  on  the  same  pages  as  above  in  this  response.  These 
lands  are  not  available  for  consideration  for  disposal  by  public  sale. 
Please  contact  BLM  for  the  criteria  for  disposal  of  public  lands  for 
a  specific  purpose  or  under  a  specific  authority,  such  as  the 
Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act  or  for  Indemnity  Selections  by 
the  state. 

24.  The  Category  I  tracts  that  would  be  available  for  consideration  for 
disposal  by  public  sale  are  not  excluded  from  being  exchanged. 
The  activity  plan  that  would  be  prepared  for  these  tracts  would 
indicate  disposal  techniques,  options,  and  priorities.  All  Category 
II  lands  are  available  for  exchange. 

25.  The  mile-wide  widths  for  the  rights-of-way  corridors  would  provide 
the  necessary  flexibility  such  that  utilities  located  in  these  corridors 
would  be  constructed  along  the  very  least  impacting  location  in  the 
corridor,  while  still  providing  the  necessary  width  to  locate  multiple 
facilities  within  the  corridor. 

26.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2,  8,  and  9  of  letter  35. 

27.  The  Category  I  and  II  lands  are  defined  on  the  pages  mentioned  in 
the  response  to  comment  23  of  this  letter.  Consideration  was 
given  to  providing  an  index  in  the  PRMP.  If  the  expertise  and  time 
had  been  available,  an  index  would  have  been  inserted. 


Jan  Holt 

3152  10th  Street 

Boulder.  Colorado  80304 

(303)  444-3157 


3  b/--*»->    nv-^Ze^e^-dU^ t 


Responses  to  letter  64 

1 .  through  3.    See  the  responses  to  comments  2  and  3  of  letter  8,  and 
2  of  12,    respectively. 
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Responses  to  letter  65 


Bill  Bodomly 

RMP  Tom  Leader 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Townsend  Avenue 

Montrose.  CO  81401 


Dear  Mr.  Bottomly, 


Michael  Robinson 

Director 

Sinapu 

1900  Allison  Street 

Lakewood.  CO  80215 

June  15.  1991 


65 


The  following  are  the  comments  of  Sinapu  on  the  Gunnison 
Resource  Area's  draft  resource  managment  plan  and  EIS  (RMP/EIS). 
Please  incorporate  these  comments  into  your  planning  pursuant  to 
NEPA  and  all  other  relevant  statutes. 

As  an  introduction.  I  should  mention  that  Sinapu  is  a  non- 
profit citizen's  group  devoted  to  residing  and  maintaining  free- 
ranging  populations  of  the  Grey  Wolf  (Canis  lupus)  to  Colorado  (see 
enclosed  newsletter  for  more  information).   Ai  such,  we  must  lake 
ao  interest  in  management  of  our  public  lands  to  ensure  that 
adequate  and  healthy  habitat  for  wolves  is  provided. 

We  request  that  the  BLM  include  in  this  RMP/EIS  an  analysis  of 
wolf  reintroduction  on  BLM  land,  and  the  effects  wolf  reinlroduction 
would  have  on  other  values  and  uses  of  the  land,  as  well  as  the 
effects  other  uses  would  have  on  successful  wolf  reintroduclioo. 
Such  analysis  could  be  appended  to  one  of  the  existing  alternatives, 
or  a  new  "Alternative  W"  reflecting  this  action  could  be  drafted. 
Statutory  authority  for  initiating  such  an  analysis  it  implied  in  the 
Multiple-Use  Sustained  Yield  Act  and  other  statutes,  as  reflected  in 
your  statement  on  page  3-103.  that  "Supplemental  releases  and/or 
reinlroduction  of  T&E  sp    and  candidate  or  BLM  sensitive  species 
could  be  authorized  following  preparation  of  a  release  or 
reintroduction  plan  and  environmental  analysis,  and  consultation 
with  the  United  Stales  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (USFWS).  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife  (CDOW).  and  other  affected  parties  "    Note  thai 
neither  the  Endangered  Species  Act  nor  any  other  federal  statute 
prevents  the  BLM  from  becoming  the  lead  agency  on  reinlroduction  of 
an  endangered  species,  regardless  of  opposition  from  a  stale 
wildlife  agency.    Furthermore,  nothing  short  of  a  Section  7 
"jeopardy"  opinion  from  ihe  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  provides 
legal  authority  to  pre-empt  the  BLM  from  reintroducing  an 
endangered  species. 

Wolves  on  the  resource  area  would  provide  the  following 
benefits:  a  management  tool  to  control  ungulate  populations  at 
approximately  natural  (pre -Ed  rope  on  invasion  t*f}  numbers  and 


The  BLM  is  not  considering  a  wolf  reintroduction  program  in  the 
DRMP  or  the  PRMP.  To  do  so  would  necessitate  republishing  and 
another  distribution  of  the  DRMP  for  internal  and  public  review.  If 
the  appropriate  agency  or  entity  wanted  to  initiate  an  introduction 
program,  and  the  area  under  consideration  included  public  lands, 
the  BLM  would  participate  to  the  degree  required  in  the  analysis 
and  evaluation  process.  A  RMP  amendment  would  be  required 
before  this  request  to  use  public  lands  for  this  purpose  could  be 
approved. 

Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comments  11,  15,  16,  and  20  of 
letter  38,  regarding  carrying  capacities  and  the  relationship 
between  CDOW  and  BLM  regarding  requests  for  reductions  in 
population  numbers.  Please  also  refer  to  the  Wildlife  Habitat 
Management  paragraphs  in  Standard  Management  of  the  PRMP  for 
additional  information  regarding  reductions  in  wildlife  numbers.  The 
majority  of  the  resource  area  is  used  as  winter  range  by  elk  and 
deer  and  our  monitoring  studies  indicates  very  little  overlap 
between  game  and  livestock.  Removing  livestock  would  not 
automatically  mean  additional  forage  would  be  available  for  elk  and 
deer.  Elk  tend  to  use  public  lands  from  mid-December  to  early 
April,  feeding  on  shrubs  and  residue  left  on  the  grasses.  In  mid- 
April,  as  grasses  start  to  green  up  and  grow  the  majority  of  elk  are 
gone  from  public  land  winter  ranges,  having  moved  onto  higher 
altitude  lands.  Although  deer  do  stay  on  public  winter  range  until 
approximately  May,  the  amount  of  forage  that  would  be  utilized  by 
deer  is  minimal. 

Please  see  the  description  of  the  PRMP  in  Chapter  Four  for  the 
mitigation  and  conditions  that  would  be  implemented  in  order  to 
protect  the  referenced  habitats.  Maps  of  winter  ranges  or  calving 
areas  would  be  updated  when  inventories  are  conducted,  rather 
than  assuming  these  conditions  exist  throughout  the  Planning 
Area. 


rvS 

behavior,  enhancement  of  biological  diversity;  aesthetic  pleasure  for 
users  of  the  public  lands  who  appreciate  increased  natural 
conditions,  and  an  economic  draw  for  surrounding  communities  with 
significant  dependence  on  tourism  revenues.    All  Ihese  benefits 
should  be  examined  in  your  analysis. 

In  Ihe  absence  of  any  substantial  mention  of  wolf 
reinlroduction  in  the  draft  RMP/EIS.  we  must  make  ihe  following 
observations  which  should  be  incorporated  into  your  final  analysis 
of  ihe  issue.    First,  wolves  require  large  ungulate  populations  at 
prey  bases     Second,  wolves  require  riparian  areas  with  healthy 
cover  as  travelwayt.    Third,  historically  the  greatest  threat  to 
wolves  has  been  extermination  efforts  by  and  on  behalf  of  livestock 
owners;  therefore,  better  grazing  techniques,  decreases  in  livestock 
Utilization,  and  vigorous  preventive  law  enforcement  are  all  likely 
to  enhance  the  success  of  wolf  reintroduction     (See  David  E    Brown. 
The  Waif  in  the  Southwest:    The  Making  of  on  Endangered  Species. 
University  of  Arizona  Press.  1984.) 

In  regards  to  ungulate  populations,  we  have  concerns  about  Ihe 
siaiemenl  on  page  3-104  that  "Reductions  in  CDOW's  elk  and  deer 
long-range  herd  goals  would  be  recommended  for  an  interim  period 
in  certain  Game  Management  Units  (GMUs)  until  Ihe  vigot  and 
production  of  the  important  forage  shrubs  on  crucial  winier  ranget 
increase  such  that  habitat  would  support  long-range  herd  numbers." 
Planned  reductions  in  elk  and  deer  population  goals  should  only  occur 
after  reductions  in  the  number  of  domestic  livestock,  and  with  a 
clear  timetable  about  how  long  such  reductions  would  occur. 

Furthermore,  after  inventories  of  crucial  winier  range  and 
calving  areas  for  elk.  deer,  pronghorn  and  bighorn  sheep  have 
occured.  no  developments  or  actions  should  lake  place  lhai  may 
jeopardize  the  continued  utilization  of  those  areas  by  these  animals. 
This  includes  road  construction  or  use.  off  road  vehicle  use, 
competing  livestock  use.  and  other  disturbances.   If  an  area  has  not 
yet  been  properly  inventoried  for  winier  range  or  calving  grounds, 
managemeni  should  treat  it  as  if  it  was  such  an  area     Reference  on 
page  3-103  to  wildlife  habitat  management  "consistent  with  BLM't 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Plan  for  Colorado-Program  for  the  Decade,'  is 
improper  and  deceptive  considering  that  this  document  is  not  yet 
available  to  the  public  for  review  (letter  of  4/11/91  from  W. 
Bollomly  to  M    Robinson),  and  therefore  cannot  be  subject  to  NEPA 
standards     We  request  that  either  the  BLM  specify  exact  standards 
for  wildlife  habitat  management  in  Ihe  RMP/EIS.  or  il  make  the  firh 
and  Wildlife  Plan  for  Colorado    Program  for  the  Decade,  a  NEPA-  ' 
standard  document,  subject  to  a  separate    EIS. 


4.  A  copy  of  the  referenced  document  was  provided  to  Mr.  Robinson. 

5.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  8  of  letter  63. 

6.  There  currently  is  no  state  or  federal  law  which  allows  for  instream 
flow  appropriations  to  specifically  protect  or  maintain  vegetation. 

7.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  this  letter.  The  factors 
in  the  comment  would  be  considered  at  the  appropriate  time. 

8.  In  the  judgement  of  BLM,  utilization  of  40-60%  of  the  current 
year's  growth  of  key  species,  as  addressed  in  Alternative  E  in  the 
DRMP,  would  maintain  forage  and  wildlife  cover  under  the  need  for 
multiple  use  considerations.  The  2  1/2  inch  minimum  stubble 
height  is  generally  intended  to  maintain  the  condition  of  riparian 
areas  and  to  begin  improvement  of  degraded  areas.  More  rapid  or 
further  improvement  would  be  accomplished  through  activity 
plans,  such  as  Allotment  Management  Plans  or  coordinated 
resource  management  plans. 

9.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  this  letter.  In  addition, 
riparian  areas  are  vitally  important  ecosystems,  and  BLM  is 
mandated  to  manage  public  lands,  including  riparian  areas,  for 
multiple  uses.  One  of  these  uses  is  livestock  grazing. 

10.  Please  refer  to  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management  section  of 
STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  in  Chapter  Four  of  the  PRMP  for  a 
discussion  of  stubble  heights.  Please  also  see  the  response  to 
comment  1  of  this  letter. 
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As  regards  riparian  areas,  we  support  (he  statement  on  page 
3-105  that  "inslream  flow  appropriations  would  be  pursued  on  113 
miles  of  fishery  streams  lo  ensure  a  sufficient  amount  of  water  for 
fisheries  protection."    We  would  like  this  extended  to  all  riparian 
areas  within  the  planning  area  where  water  rights  have  not  been 
previously  appropriated,  and  we  would  like  the  BLM  to  apply  for 
instream  flows,  subject  to  slate  and  federal  water  law,  on  behalf  of 
sufficient  vegetation  needed  by  future  wolf  populations  for  secure 
travel. 

We  do  not  believe  2-1/2  inch  minimum  stubble  (page  3   105)  it 
sufficient  for  secure  wolf  travel  corridors,  as  a  wolf  is  likely  to 
stand  over  two  feet  tall.    Additionally,  consumption  of  "40-60%  of 
the  current  year's  growth  by  weight  of  key  forage  species"  will  not 
"provide  for  quality  forage  and  wildlife  cover"  (page  3-105) 
considering  that  six  to  twelve  inches  is  the  normal  indicator  of 
vegetative  range  readiness  ((able  B  4,  appendix).    Consumption  of 
40-60%  of  the  difference  in  height  (roughly  equivalent  to  difference 
in  weight)  between  the  minimum  stubble  (2.5  inches)  and  the  forage 
readiness  indicator  (6-12  inches)  will  not  allow  for  the 
regeneration  of  healthy  riparian  zones.    In  order  to  allow  for  secure 
wolf  iravelways.  as  well  as  healthy  utilization  of  riparian  zones  by 
■  host  of  other  species,  we  request  complete  and  permanent  removal 
of  livestock  from  all  areas  within  30  feet  of  riparian  corridors. 
Should  the  BLM  not  choose  this  option,  we  request  sufficient 
riparian  stubble  heights  to  allow  for  secure  wolf  travelways,  as 
well  as  effective  utilization  for  other  species. 

We  also  request  that  the  minimal  stubble  height  for  all  non- 
riparian  areas  and  each  forage  species  be  the  figures  in  table  B-4.    If 
livestock  utilization  threatens  those  minimal  stubble  heights,  the 
livestock  should  be  relocated  or  removed.    If  wildlife  utilization 
threatens  those  standards,  wolves  should  be  the  prime  management 
tool  to  reduce  wildlife  numbers  or  change  their  grazing  habits. 

In  order  to  provide  undisturbed  habitat  for  wolves  and  other 
human-sensitive  species,  we  request  no  road  construction  or  other 
industrial  disturbances  in  all  inventoried  WSAs,  as  well  as  other, 
smaller  roadless  areas,  whether  or  not  Congress  designates  them  as 
Wilderness. 

Thank  you  for  incorporating  these  comments  and  concerns  into 
your  analysis  and  decision-making  process.  Sinapu  looks  forward  to 
continued  constructive  involvement  with  the  BLM  in  management  of 
our  public  lands. 


1 1 .  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  of  this  letter.  In  addition, 
BLM's  Interim  Management  Policy  For  Lands  Under  Wilderness 
Review  (IMP)  requires  that  no  uses  can  occur  in  WSAs  that  impair 
wilderness  values.  Valid  existing  rights  are  recognized  in  WSAs, 
and  some  uses  are  grandfathered.  The  IMP  must  be  taken  into 
account,  however,  when  any  use  is  applied  for  in  a  WSA.  If  any 
part  of  any  existing  WSA  is  acted  upon  and  not  designated  by 
Congress,  the  lands  would  be  managed  according  to  the 
description  of  the  PRMP  in  Chapter  Four. 


Sincerley 
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Michael  Robinson, 
Director 
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hkSHAVANO    SOIL    CONSERVATION    DISTRICT 
c  /  o    Lester    Jones 
O04J9   Ciimtlon    Road 
□lathi,    CO      81425  tyQ 


1 .  Historical  domestic  livestock  use  was  not  mentioned  in  the  DRMP, 
along  with  historic  use  of  most  resources  and  values.  The 
omissions  do  not,  however,  imply  that  BLM  is  not  aware  of  the 
historic  and  current  importance  of  these  resources  and  uses. 


ne  14,  1991 


Mr  .  Bill  Bottomly 

RMP  Team  Leader 

Pur  eau  of  Land  Managemen t 

2505  S.  Townsend 

Montrose,  CO  P1401 


Mr.  Bottomly: 
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;.)   In  the  affected  environment,  chapter 
Quality;  it  is  state  3  tut  reparian  areas  are  over  utilized  by 
livestock.   No  mention  is  made  of  use  by  big  game  species,  especially 
,1k.   Soil  an:  .  anje  correlations  carried  out  by  SCS  in  the  West  Elk 
Wilderness  aieis  wheie  hvnUcl  grazing  does  not  occur,  indicate  that 
elk  can  and  do  over  use  riparian  areas,  extensively. 


2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  41  of  letter  38.  Monitoring 
studies  conducted  on  many  of  our  riparian  areas  over  the  last  9 
years  shows  that  game  use  along  these  areas  make  up 
approximately  0-5%. 

3.  The  amount  of  acres  treated  is  only  one  factor  when  evaluating  the 
over  all  effects  of  land  or  vegetative  treatments  on  grouse.  Sage 
grouse  require  a  variety  of  sagebrush  structure  during  their  life 
cycle,  and  even  small  treatments  conducted  in  the  wrong  location 
could  have  a  significant  impact  on  grouse.  Much  depends  on  the 
size  of  the  area  treated  in  relation  to  suitable  habitat  available.  For 
example  studies  have  shown  that  treating  only  31  percent  of  the 
total  suitable  habitat  resulted  in  a  63  percent  loss  in  male 
attendants  on  strutting  grounds  in  some  locations. 

4.  Range  treatments  or  projects  would  be  excluded  on  approximately 
4,294  acres  only,  as  noted  in  Table  S-1,  page  S-12,  in  the  fourth 
paragraph  from  the  top  under  Alternative  E  (Preferred  Alternative). 
These  exclusions  would  affect  all  suitable  public  lands  in  units  E-4, 
E-6,  and  E-9,  and  827  suitable  acres  in  unit  E-7.  See  the  response 
to  comment  34  of  letter  38  for  information  on  range  treatments  or 
projects  that  would  be  restricted  in  the  same  alternative. 


5.  See  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  60. 

6.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comments  38  of  letter  50,  and  8  of 
letter  60.  Records  in  the  Gunnison  BLM  office  show  that  1,100 
sheep  were  trailed  through  Allotment  (61 12)  in  1987. 
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rnnent,  chapter  two,  Sage  Grouse  section 
rge  sagebrush  treatment  are  to  blame  fo 
n  1987  the  SCS  did  a  survey  of  the  numb 
in  the  past  10  years.   Less  than  5Z  of 
sagebrush  had  been  treated.   Using  a  yearly  average 
.5X  it  seems  hardly  imaginable  that  this  theory  has  any  merit.   Ou 
the  opposite  is  a  more  reasonable  approach.   Sage  grouse  need  gras 
rb  seeds  to  support  young.   Sagebrush  ir.h.bats  forbs  and 
s,  especially  dandelions  that  can  be  found  around  riparian 
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7.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  20.  In  addition, 
grazing  and  recreation  coexist  on  the  majority  of  lands  in  the 
resource  area.  One  area  where  a  conflict  exists  is  in  American 
Basin.  The  midsummer  wildflower  displays  in  this  area  are  one  of 
the  most  outstanding  attractions  in  the  San  Juan  Mountains.  The 
Preferred  Alternative  in  the  DRMP  recommends  the  elimination  of 
livestock  grazing  within  the  American  Basin  (Management  Unit  E-4) 
in  order  to  maintain  and  protect  scenic  resources,  specifically  the 
wildflower  displays.  As  a  result  of  public  comments  received,  and 
after  considering  other  options,  livestock  grazing  in  American  Basin 
would  be  permitted  according  to  the  prescription  for  unit  4  in 
Chapter  Four  of  the  PRMP.  Visitor  brochures  would  be  published, 
and  interpretive  signs  would  be  installed  at  American  Basin  that 
would  include  positive  messages  about  grazing.  Please  refer  to  the 
management  prescription  for  Management  Unit  4.  The  PRMP 
contains  modifications  to  language  contained  in  the  DRMP  in  order 
to  recognize  to  a  greater  degree  the  importance  of  livestock 
grazing  in  the  Planning  Area. 
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t  .  Ik.  I»t  ,™.»t  concern!  th.  .ttltud,  of  th.  Resource  K»ni3ei».'.t 
l\  „.Th?h."t.n *££."..  M»t  l'.».t«.  «-  recreation  .pportun  1 1 ,« 
,r.  Incoapltlblt.   »m,«»l  Unit  E-l,  Alpln.  Trljn,  .,  I..t 

..j,,,.,,,.  30I0>.   Inco-patlblllty  It  »  .t»t.  of  .1  nd.  T.url.t. 
covins  to  Western  Color, do  con,,  to  ,.-  th.  be.uty  .lon3  with  .t. 
h™  itUl.      mn.ns.  r.llro.dln.  «"d  c.rt.lnly  cowboy*  "■  V'«  »' 
thl.  h.rit.9..   Ther.  I.  know  r...on  why  th.  f.d.r.l  ...nc...  c.n  not 

!',',„-,„  ,o  „t,  ,  plctur.  of  •  cowboy  driving  c.ttl.  up  th. 
M^wir  OrV..  "'.b'.^  .  .h..p  h.rd.r  t.nd,n3  .  floe*  of  ,N.MI,h  ,. 
th.  rock....   If  tourl.t,  wer.  •■<•  »or.  »w.r.  of  th.  f.ct  th.t 
llv«t«k  .nd  r.cr..tlon  .r.  co.p.tlbl.  th.n  TO.t  of  th,  conflict. 
iou"n  "k    .     Infor-.tlon  .l,h.  would  b.  h.lpful.   Sheep  h.v,  been 
Tn  the  L.k.  City  h.9h  country  for  ov.r  ICO  y..r,  .nd  .ccordlnj  to  SCS 
inv.ntorl..  h.v.  c.rt.inly  not  deor.ded  th.  .r.t. 

Respectful  ly, 


Colorado 

environmental 
coalition 


777  Giant  St.eet.  Surle  606 
Denver,  Colorado  80203-3M8  ' 


(303)  837-6701 
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June     14,     1991 

Bill     Bottom! y 

RHP    Team    Leader 

Bureau   of    Land   Management 

2505   S.    Towneend   Ave. 

Montrose,    CO      81401 

Dear   Mr.    Bottom./. 

The  fol lowing  are  comment •  of  the  Colorado  Envl ronmental 
Coal  1 1 1  on  ( CEC )  1  n  regards  to  the  Gunn 1  eon  Resource  Area  Draft 
Resource  Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  (RMP/EIS). 
CEC  t •  «  non-prof  It  conservation  organ i  zatlon  with  over  1 ,500 
Individual  members  and  37  member  groups  whose  total  membership 
exceeds  50,000  Individuals  in  Colorado.  The  mission  of  CEC  1e  to 
achieve  the  conservation  of  natural  resources  and  the  preservation 
of  envl ronmental  values,  primarily  in  Colorado,  through  the 
coordination  of  the  environmental  community.  CEC's  members 
frequently  visit  and  enjoy  recreation  activities  1n  the  Gunnison 
Resource  Area  and  are  vitally  concerned  about  the  protection  of 
environmental  values  on  these  lands. 

We  commend  the  BLM  staff  for  producing  a  document  that  1s  easy 
to  comprehend  and  clearly  lays  out  various  alternatives.  Although 
we  still  found  it  challenging  and  cumbersome  to  compare  the  various 
management  alternatives  for  particular  parcels  of  land,  this  seems 
to  be  an  Inherent  downfal  1  of  EISs.  The  summary  table  at  the 
beginning  of  the  document  helped  immensely  to  understand  the 
general  differences  In  management  between  the  various  alternatives. 

'while  we  are  pleased  with  the  range  of  alternatives,  we  question 
whether  Alternstlve  D'a  objective,  "to  emphasize  a  high  degree  of 

<  protection,  enhancement,  and  maintenance  for  natural  values, "  Is 
real  1 y  carried  out  1  n  the  spec  1 f 1 c  proposed  on- the*  ground 
management  actions.  For  example,  we  believe  that  an  alternative 
at  protects  and  maintains  natural  values  would  designate  many 

|  mors  areas  and  acreage  as  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  than  Alternative  D  does. 

The  Gunnison  Resource  Area  contains  some  of  the  most 
spectacu 1 ar  and  most  popular  BLM  1 ands  1 n  Col orado .  Many 
constituency  groups  beyond  the  traditional  extractive  users  spend 
considerable  amounts  of  time  1n  the  resource  area.  Because  of  this 
use  and  the  sh1 f ting  valuea  of  the  American  pub  1 ic  toward 
protection  of  the  public  lands,  we  believe  the  BLM  needs  to  take 
an  even  stronger  role  1n  resource  protection,  grazing  management, 
and  recreation  management  In  the  Gunnison  Resource  Ares  than  what 
1s  outlined  in  the  draft's  preferred  alternative. 


Humanity  belongs  to  ear*^,  not  earth  to  humanity" 


Responses  to  letter  67 

1 .  The  objectives  of  Alternative  D  do  not  include  the  consideration  to 
necessarily  recommend  all  potential  ACECs  for  designation.  The  1 0 
ACECs  selected  for  that  alternative  met  the  objectives  more  so 
than  did  other  potential  ACECs. 

2.  Thank  you  for  the  general  comment.  It  was  considered  in  the 
formulation  of  the  PRMP. 

3.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  8  for 
information  regarding  the  potential  ACECs  mentioned  in  the 
comment.. 

4.  See  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  8  and  to  the  responses  to 
letter  72. 

5.  See  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  12. 

6.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  12,  and 
comments  4  and  5  of  letter  63. 

7.  The  BLM  manages  only  about  400  yards  of  land  along  Tomichi 
Creek.  To  develop  and  encourage  public  access  along  these  lands 
could  potentially  cause  more  problems  than  benefits.  The  BLM  in 
the  past  has  explored  the  possibility  of  public  fishing  easements 
with  little  success.  We  will  continue  to  be  prepared  for 
opportunities  that  may  arise. 

8.  See  the  response  to  comment  6  of  letter  63.  In  addition,  the  level 
of  development  would  be  decided  based  on  site  development  plans 
and  available  funding,  but  is  anticipated  to  be  pretty  basic.  We 
would  consider  your  suggestions  at  the  appropriate  time. 
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1.   Areas  of  Critical  Envl ronmental  Concern 

CEC  support*  all  lh«  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(AC  EC)  recommendations  atade  1n  the  preferred  al  terns  tlve.  In 
particular,  CEC  applauds  the  Bin's  decision  to  designate  the  Weat 
Antelope  Creek  {Unit  E-7)  ae  an  ACEC .  This  area  provides  Important 
game  and  wildlife  habitat.  Including  critical  winter  range  required 
for  maintaining  healthy  populations  of  elk,  bighorn  sheep,  and 
deer.  The  area  Is  nationally  Important  for  hunting,  with  local 
communities  rel iant  upon  the  Income  these  hunters  generste.  The 
ares  also  provides  critical  bald  eagle  habitat.  Additionally,  the 
West  Antelope  Creek  area  Includes  Haystack  Cave,  a  algnlflcant 
paleontologtcal  site. 

CEC  believes  the  combined  forces  of  overly  large  elk  and  deer 
populations  combined  with  heavy  hunting  pressure  could  have 
potentially  negative  Impacts  on  bighorn  sheep  populations  and  the 
over a  1 1  naturalneas  of  the  area.  Concerns  In  the  planning  area 
regarding  bighorn  sheep  center  on  limited  winter  range  and  forage 
availability  during  the  winter  monthe,  resulting  in  herds  below 
carrying  capacity.  Balancing  hunting  use  with  desirable  herd  si2es 
indicates  that  the  area  requires  special  management  attention  which 
ACEC  designation  would  provide. 

The  Haystack  Cave  unit  waa  first  documented  for  He 
archeologlcel  valuea  1n  1939.  The  aite  Is  currently  under 
consideration  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  This  la  the  only  known  site  that  has  produced  both  shrub 
ox  and  Woodland  musk  ox  remaine.  Qwen  the  value  of  the  remains 
and  the  potential  threat  of  vandalism.  Haystack  Cave  clearly  1a  1n 
need  of  ACEC  designation. 

While  we  applaud  the  SLH's  recognition  of  the  relevance  and 
Importance  of  the  Meet  Antelope  ACEC,  we  believe  ngoroue  and 
consistent  application  of  the  ACEC  guidellnea  calls  for  immediate 
designation  of  several  othar  areas  that  are  equally  deserving  of 
special  management  attention.  These  areas  include  the  ell  of  the 
Alpine  Triangle  area,  the  East  Ounniaon  area,  and  the  Cebolla  Creek 


Alpine  Triangle 

The  Alpine  Triangle  Area,  designated  Management  Unit  E-1  In 
the  preferred  alternative,  ia  recognized  by  the  Blh  aa  the  moet 
populer  and  heavily  used  BLH  area  in  Colorado.  While  CEC  1s 
plessed  that  the  BLH  has  recommended  three  units  within  Management 
Unit  E-1  for  ACEC  statue,  we  believe  that  Unit  E-1  in  its  entirety 
demands  special  management  attention. 


10.  Please  see  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management  section  of 
STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  in  Chapter  Four,  for  areas  where  a  4W 
minimum  stubble  height  would  be  required.  This  section  has  been 
extensively  revised. 

1 1  and  12.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comments  5  and  6  of  letter 
1 1 ,  comment  1 9  of  letter  35,  and  the  description  of  the  PRMP  in 
Chapter  Four. 

13  and  14.  Little  activity,  if  any,  is  anticipated  regarding  oil,  gas,  and 
geothermal  leasing.  The  detail  regarding  this  resource  in  Chapter 
Two,  Effected  Environment,  DRMP,  is  compatible  with  the 
anticipated  effects  to,  and  from  development  of,  this  resource. 

Leasing  of  geothermal  resources  is  discussed  in  the  introduction  to 
each  alternative  in  the  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  sections. 
Exceptions  to  this  are  discussed  in  the  management  unit 
descriptions.  Although  no  geothermal  development  is  anticipated, 
if  an  application  is  received  for  a  geothermal  lease,  the  protective 
stipulations  applicable  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  would  apply.  No  plan 
amendment  would  be  required. 

15  and  16.  The  stipulations  included  in  the  DRMP  and  PRMP, 
regarding  oil  and  gas  and  geothermal  leasing  provide  the  protection 
warranted,  considering  the  environmental  consequences  predicted 
from  such  leasing. 

17.  General  location  maps  and  a  table  showing  where  oil  and  gas 
stipulations  would  be  applied  are  included  in  Appendix  K  in  the 
PRMP. 
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The  significant  cultural,  historic,  environmental,  and  ecenlc 
resources  of  the  Alpine  Trlengle  attract  national  attention.  Aa  a 
consequence  of  this  notoriety,  the  area  receives  Intensive 
recreational  use.  The  hsbltat  la  fragile  and  hlatorlc  eltee  are 
deteriorating.  The  values  that  are  the  basis  for  the  area'a 
popu'.nty  and  which  fuel  the  locel  economy  are  under  assault  from 
mineral  development,  vandalism,  and  misuse. 

While  the  recommended  ACECe  »1thin  the  Alpine  Triangle  erea 
addreaa  aome  of  CEC'a  concerns,  namely  protecting  Frltillary 
butterfly  habitat,  the  Slumgullion  Earthflow,  and  the  intensively 
used  American  Basin,  the  remaining  portion  of  E-1  demands  special 
attention.  The  other  areaa  within  Unit  E-1  require  a  careful 
management  balance  to  protect  and  enhance  both  recreational  usage 
and  natural  valuea. 

For  example,  critical  bighorn  sheep  habitat  falls  within  Unit 
E-1.  Given  herd  6lzes  below  carrying  capacity,  this  resource  needs 
specisl  management  attention  to  ensure  herd  viability  and  to  reduce 
conflicts  with  domestic  livestock  grazing  and  Increased  human 
activity.  Protecting  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  however,  does  not 
necessarily  coincide  with  the  area's  broad  recreation  appeel. 
These  concerns  in  regards  to  achieving  a  balance  between  human 
activity  and  natural  values  are  most  appropriately  addressed  by 
designating  the  entire  Alpine  Triangle  an  ACEC  as  outlined  for 
Management  Unit  B-2. 

East  SgpnUan 


E-l 2  ae 

does  not 
ig  crucial 


We  support  ACEC  designation  for  the  East  Gunnison 
ia  located  in  Management  Unit  E-12.  Management  f< 
presently  contemplated  in  the  preferred  alternative 
contain  measures  that  adequateyaddrese  concerns  regarding 
elk  and  deer  habitat  currently  threatened  by  livestock  grazing. 
CEC  is  concerned  about  negetlve  impacts  cau6ed  by  improperly  grazed 
livestock  on  riparian  zones  and  forage  availability. 

The  East  Gunnison  area  is  nationally  renowned  for  high  quality 
big  game  hunting.  Plans  muat  be  made  to  improve  the  quality  and 
quantity  of  winter  game  habitat.  Wildlife  must  be  given  priority 
over  all  other  activitiee  on  this  range  and.  for  all  additional 
available  habitat  resulting  from  improvement  projecte.  Given  the 
speciel  attention  required  to  manage  the  conflict  between  wildlife 
habitat  and  livestock  grazing  operations.  CEC  supports  the 
designation  of  the  East  Gunnison  ACEC  as  stipulated  In  Alternative 
B.  Management  Unit  B-6. 

Cepolla  CreeK 


18.  Refer  to  the  changes  to  the  text  of  the  DRMP  in  Chapter  Three  of 
the  PRMP  for  clarification  of  impacts  to  various  resources  from  the 
reasonable  and  foreseeable  development  scenario  of  one  or  two 
wells.  These  changes  have  been  included  in  the  discussions  of 
impacts  to  the  various  resources  in  Chapter  Five  in  the  PRMP.  The 
overall  Planning  Area  impacts  upon  any  one  resource,  or 
cumulatively,  are  not  expected  to  be  significant  as  a  result  of  the 
reasonable  and  foreseeable  development  scenario.  During  the 
consideration  of  any  exploration  permitting  or  Applications  for 
Permit  To  Drill,  site-specific  situations  would  be  examined  and 
proper  mitigation  applied,  according  to  stipulations,  lease  clauses, 
and  BLM  policy  and  regulations. 

19.  Based  on  the  reasonable  and  foreseeable  development  scenario  of 
one  or  two  wells  over  the  life  of  the  plan,  the  Planning  Area-wide 
impacts  to  any  resource,  individually  or  cumulatively,  would  be 
insignificant.  Oil  and  gas  stipulations  in  the  DRMP  Preferred 
Alternative  and  PRMP  (see  Appendix  K),  in  the  judgement  of  BLM, 
offer  the  required  degree  of  protection  for  resources  and  reduce 
the  identified  impacts  to  the  point  where  the  impacts  are  not 
significant. 

20.  The  most  reasonable  and  foreseeable  development  scenario 
predicts  that  one  or  two  oil  wells  could  be  drilled  during  the  life  of 
the  plan.  The  impacts,  Planning-Area  wide,  from  this  level  of 
activity  have  been  determined  to  be  insignificant.  BLM  has, 
however,  placed  stipulations  in  areas  where  even  one  well  and 
associated  facilities  could  potentially  cause  undesirable  effects  to 
some  values.  Please  see  the  maps  and  table  in  Appendix  K  of  the 
PRMP  for  areas  in  which  these  stipulations  would  be  applied. 
Please  also  see  the  discussion  of  environmental  impacts  in  the 
PRMP  for  rationale  in  applying  these  stipulations. 
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CEC  believe*  that  the  Cebolla  Creek  area  merits  ACEC 
designation  as  suggested  In  Alternative  0,  Management  Unit  0  8. 
This  area  would  fall  in  Unit  E-10,  under  the  preferred  alternative. 
BLM  seems  to  recognl ze  the  national  importance  of  this  bighorn 
sheep  habitat  and  the  desirability  of  establishing  •  self- 
sustaining  herd.  CEC  be  1  1  eves  that  the  ACEC  designation 
contemplated  In  Alternative  0  would  facilitate  these  efforta.  The 
herd  was  virtually  wiped  out  by  disease  transferred  from  grazing 
domestic  sheep  tn  1990.  Prior  to  that  time  the  area  was  a  source 
for  animals  for  Colorado  Division  of  wildlife  transplant  and 
reintroductlon  efforta.  CEC  believes  that  the  special  management 
provided  by  ACEC  designation  Is  necessary  to  ensure  that  habitat 
ne  1  trier  decreases  nor  deteriorates,  a  1  lowing  the  herd  to  attain 
desired  size. 


1L Wild  and  Scenic  Rivere 

Contrary  to  the  recommendations  mads  1n  the  draft  RMP/EIS, 
the  Colorado  Env  i  ronmental  Coal i tlon  bel ievea  the  ent i re  6  7-m1 le 
long  stretch  of  the  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison  meets  the  eligibility 
requirements  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  We  t>el  ieve  the 
logic  employed  1n  the  suitability  analysis  for  segment  A  1s  flawed. 
For  detal led  comments  out  1 Inlng  our  concerns  regarding  wild  and 
scenic  river  studies  in  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  please  refer  to 
the  letter  dated  June  14,  1991  which  was  submitted  by  Tom  Cassidy 
on  behalf  of  both  American  Rivers  and  the  Colorado  Environmental 
Coa 1 1 1  i  on . 


\ 


III.  Recreation  Management 

CEC  generally  agrees  with  the  BLM  approach  to  managing 
recreational  opportunities  1n  the  Planning  Area.  Recreational  use, 
which  is  forecasted  to  increase  in  the  years  ahead,  must  be  managed 
to  protect  and  restore  resource  values.  We  bel leva  massive  and 
Irreversible  resource  damage  from  motorized  recreational  users  will 
occur  unless  all  jeeps,  motorcycles,  and  ATVs  are  restricted  to 
existing  trails  at  all  times  in  the  resource  area.  This 
restriction  is  necessary  to  prevent  habitet  destruction,  sro6lon, 
and  scarring  of  the  land. 

Because  of  Increasing  hiking  and  mountain  biking  pressures  in 
the  Gunnison  Resource  Area,  we  believe  more  single  track  trails  are 
needed  outside  proposed  wilderness  areas.  These  new  non-motorized 
trails  will  help  all ev late  conf 1  lets  between  motor  1  zed  and  non- 
motorized  users. 

Tomichi  Creek  represents  a  superb  angling  resource  in  the 
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resource  area.  Unfortunetely ,  most  of  the  Creek  rune  through 
private  lands.  In  addition  to  improving  access  on  BLM  tracts  slong 
this  stream,  CEC  encourages  the  BLM  to  seek  access  from  pr  i  vate 
land  holders  to  Improve  accessibility  for  the  general  public. 
Special  regulations,  such  as  catch  and  release,  would  ensure 
landowners  that  the  resource  would  not  deteriorate. 

The  Informal  campground  north  of  Crested  Butte  along  the  Slate 
River  at  the  mouth  of  Oh  Be  Joyful  Canyon  receives  heavy 
recreational  use.  A  much  more  detailed  management  direction  needs 
to  be  provided  for  this  area  1n  the  RMP/EIS  than  the  virtual  non- 
direction  that  is  found  there  now.  CEC  believes  that  outhouses  need 
to  be  constructed  at  this  popular  site  Immediately  to  alleviate  a 
growing  s an  i  tat  ion  problem.  This  area  needs  to  be  periodically 
monitored  to  evaluate  the  level  of  use  It  receives  and  what  kind 
of  resource  damage  this  use  1s  causing.  If  It  1s  determined  that 
resource  damage  Is  occurring,  such  as  loss  of  vegetation,  then  the 
BLM  needs  to  take  action  to  stop  this  damage  and  restore  the  area. 
CEC  believes  making  this  srea  a  formal  campground  should  be  the 
last  step  taken  after  other  measures  era  triad.  These  other 
measures  include:  log  barriers  to  restrict  vehicles  to  particular 
areas,  crude  semi -permanent  fire  rings,  etc.  If  this  area  is  made 
a  formal  campground,  recreat ional ists  who  seek  a  more  semi- 
primitive  camping  experience  will  be  pushed  out  and  will  disperse 
to  other  nearby  publ 1c  lands,  starting  the  same  resource  damage 
problems  over  again,  except  now  over  a  larger  area. 

1X-. Grazing  Management 

CEC  bellevee  that  environmental  values,  Including  but  not 
limited  to  wildlife  habitat,  vegetation  cover,  and  healthy  riparian 
systems  should  be  given  priority  over  domestic  livestock  grazing. 
Much  of  the  habitat  In  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  la  1n  poor  or 
fair  condition  as  the  consequence  of  Inappropriate  grazing  and 
over-grazing  in  the  paat.  Concerns  within  the  resource  area 
Include  a  lack  of  up-to-date  vegetation  trend  data,  heavy  to  severe 
utilization  of  riparian  areas,  undesirable  plant  compos  it  Ions, 
stream  channsl  and  stream  bank  erosion,  and  below  potential  forage 
production. 


ID 


HI 


CEC  believes  that  minimum  4  Inch  stubble  heights  should  be 
maintained  throughout  much  of  the  range.  This  would  accomplish  a 
number  of  deslrabls  goals  such  as  control  1 1ng  sediment  loss, 
Improving  and  protecting  fisheries,  and  Improving  w1 ldl 1 f e  habitat. 
Long  term  management  practices  should  seek  to  restore  the  rangeland 
to  good  condition  and  Improve  riparian  habitat. 

Under  preferred  alternative  E,  improvement  ia  expected  in  the 
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v.   Oil,  naa.  and  Seotherffial  Resourcea 


15 


Relatively  little  ia  so 
resources  In  the  Dreft  RMP/EIS 
are  Introduced  on  Rage  2 


about  oil,  gaa,  and  geothermal 
Geothermal  reaourcee,  for  example, 
as  follows: 


xreao  surrounding  known  hot  aprlngs  at  Powderhorn, 
waunlta  Hot  Sprlnga.  and  Ranger-Cement  Hot  Springs  have 
been  assessed  as  having  geothermal  potential.  No  sarloua 
geothermal  exploration  haa  been  done  In  the  planning 


leas 


laaued 


Th*  Draft  EIS  goea  into  more  detail  on  oil  and  gaa.  but  still 
ia  not  complete.  Particular  iasuea  which  are  not  addresaed 
include:  the  need  for  more  No  Leaae  ecreege.  the  undue  relanca 
placed  on  No  Surface  Occupancy  <NSO)  stipulation,  and  timing 
limitation*.  •  lack  of  adequate  mapa.  and  an  Inappropriate 
conclualon  aa  discussed  1n  the  aubeectlona  below. 

Mora  No  lease  Acreage  Needed 


According  to  the  Draft,  there  ia  low  potential  for  th* 
occurrence  of  oil  and  gas  on  public  land.  1n  th.  Ounnl.on  Resource 
Ar...  Con.equ.ntly.  very  little  axploratory  dril 1 ing  a 
anticipated  (1  e..  two  welle  over  the  next  10-12  yeara). 
Never lhe"s..thl  Preferred  AU.rn.tiv.  would  Lav.  660.911  acre, 
in  the  ar«  open  to  leasing  and  close  only  4«.007  acr.a,  per  T.ble 
S- I  on  Page  S-2. 

latively  high  value  of  other  reaourcee  beaidea 
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acreage  should  be  No  Lease.  Oil  snd  gss  exploration  and 
development  1a  Just  one  of  many  multiple  uses.  Lands  with  othsr 
resource  values  and  uses  that  are  incompatible  with  oil  and  gas 
development  need  to  be  protected  and  should  be  off-limits  to  oil 
snd  gas  leasing. 

In  the  1967  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  Reform  Act.  Congress  gsvs  the 
BLM  discretionary  no-lease  authority  to  protect  these  lands  that 
have  a  fundamental  conflict  with  o1 1  and  gaa  development.  Ths 
Draft  RMP/EIS  falls  far  ahort  of  meeting  thla  objective. 

Lands  in  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  that  are  Incompatible  with 
o  1 1  and  gas  development  and  therefore  should  be  placed  In  the 
discretionary  No  Lease  category  include:  roadless  areaa;  wetlands; 
river  corridors  and  accompany  ing  r  1  par  Ian  areas.  Including 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers;  research  natural  areas,  crucial 
wildlffs  habitat,  such  aa  big  game  winter  range;  lands  st  snd  sbove 
timber. 1ne,  Including  tundra;  popular  dispersed  recreation  sites. 
developed  recreation  s i tea ,  with  a  minimum  one  mile  buffer  zone 
around  them;  scenic  by-ways;  habitat  for  threatened  and  endangered 
plant  and  animal  communitiea;  municipal  watersheds;  and  cultural 
sites,  with  at  least  s  1/2  miles  buffer  sround  them. 

Specific  ereas  of  concern  in  the  planning  area  that  should  be 
closed  to  oil  snd  gas  less Ing  Includes:  si  1  W1 Iderness  Study 
Areas  ,  the  A 1 p 1 ne  T  r 1 ang 1 e  SRHA ,  Amer 1  can  Basin  ACEC ,  Coche tope 
Canyon  SRMA ,  Oi 1 1on  Pinnaclea  ACEC.  West  Antelope  ACEC,  Lake  Fork 
ACEC,  Powderhorn  SRMA,  Redcloud  Peak  ACEC,  Slumgul 1  ion  Slide  ACEC, 
P  and  South  Beaver  Creek  ACEC. 

Undue  Reliance  on  No  Surface  Occupancy  and  Timing  Stipulations 

The  Draft  RMP/EIS  relies  fsr  too  hesvlly  on  the  No  Surface 
Occupancy  (NSO)  at ipu 1  at  ion  and  timing  1  Imitations  in  areas  that 
should  be  closed  to  leasing  instead,  because  there  is  s  fundamental 
conflict  between  oil  and  gas  development  and  other  resources. 
I  Timing  limitations  and  NSO  stipulstions  are  not  adequate. 

While  the  protection  of  surf see  resources  may  appear  to  be 
the  aame  on  paper,  we  assert  the  effect  of  No  Lesse  versus  NSO  or 
timing  1 1mitations  is  very  different  on  the  ground.  In  the 
vicinity  of  a  parcel  wi  th  en  NSO  stipulation,  industry  gets  the 
message  that  it'a  okay  to  build  roads,  drill  for  oil  and  gaa,  and 
develop  the  area—as  long  ss  the  activity  is  kept  off  the  NSO 
parcel.  In  the  vicinity  of  a  parcel  with  a  No  Leaae  stipulation, 
on  the  other  hand.  Industry  is  not  nesrly  aa  apt  to  show  Interest 
in  development  because  they  would  not  be  able  to  put  together  the 
sort  of  lease  block  most  projecta  require  to  Justify  the  economtca 
of  developing  a  prospect. 


P-98 


APPENDIX  P  -  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRMP  AND  BLM  RESPONSES 


Page  Eight 

Mr.  Bill  Bottomly 

June  14,  1991 


i 


67 


V 


\ 


The  Draft  RMP/EIS  does  not  consider  this  critical  difference 
between  the  stipulations.  We  believe  the  Draft  places  undue 
reliance  on  the  nso  and  timing  etlpulat lone.  The  parcels  we  have 
suggested  for  No  Leasing  above,  for  Instance,  require  more  complete 
protection  from  development.  In  ACECe  and  SRMAs  where  It's  been 
determined  that  oil  and  gas  development  Is  not  In  the  public's  beat 
interest,  all  acreage  should  be  No  Lease. 

Lack  of  Adequate  Maoe 

The  Draft  RHP/EIS  does  not  Include  maps  with  sufficient  detail 
to  Illustrate  which  particular  lease  stipulations  are  in  place  on 
areas  open  to  oil  and  gaa  leasing.  The  CEC  maintains  that  these 
maps  should  havs  s  scale  of  0.6  inch/mile  and  show  accuracy  down 
to  40  acres.  These  stipulation  maps  must  go  beyond  s  general  map 
grouping  the  vsrious  timing,  NSO,  and  control  led  surface  use 
stipulations  into  single  categories.  Each  particular  stipulation 
must  be  shown,  i.e.  the  map  should  not  just  show  that  an  area  has 
a  timing  stipulation,  it  must  show  what  particular  timing 
stipulation  is  in  place.  Furthermore,  overlapping  stipulations 
need  to  be  shown. 

The  CEC  ssserte  these  maps  are  especial ly  Important 
cons  1 der 1 ng  that  the  BLM  has  f a  1 1 ed  to  attach  the  appr opr 1  ate 
stipulations  to  paresis  during  recent  o1 1  and  gaa  lease  sales. 
Without  detsl led  maps,  the  publ 1c  (and  organizations  1  ike  CEC ) 
cannot  determine  whether  the  proper  stipulations  are  attached  to 
lease  parcels  offered  for  sale. 

Inappropriate  Conclusion/Inadequate  Analysis 

The:  National  Environmental  Pol  Icy  Act  (NEPA)  requl res  that 
the  impacts  of  s  federal  action  that  significantly  affects  the 
human  environment  be  outlined  before  a  decision  on  the  action  is 
made.  Since  oil  and  gaa  leasing  on  the  public  lands,  a  federal 
action  that  significantly  affects  the  human  environment.  Is  an 
Irretrievable  and  irreversible  commitment  of  resources ,  site- 
specific  analysis  must  occur  before  oil  and  gas  leases  are  issued. 

On  Page  4-56,  the  Dreft  E1S/RMP  is  wrong  to  equats  low 
potential  with  no  significant  Impacts.  The  environmental  impacts 
of  drilling  one  or  two  wells  would  depend  on  the  well  location(s). 
We  egree  that  the  impacts  would  not  be  significant  1n  many  places. 
However,  the  environmental  impacts  would  be  significant  1n  a  number 
of  others.  In  regards  to  oil  and  gas,  a  primary  purpose  of  the 
this  type  of  document  1e  to  identify  those  lands  where  impacts 
would  be  significant  and  to  mitigate  Impacts  through  stipulations 
or  closing  the  area  to  oil  and  gaa  leasing  entirely. 
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Time  after  time,  we  object  to  oil  and  gae  exploration  and 
development  on  public  land  In  areas  with  other  outstanding  resource 
values  which  are  Incompatible  with  oil  and  gas  development  and 
which  far  outweigh  the  economic  benefite  of  drilling  a  well.  Again 
and  again,  however,  we  are  told  that  because  a  lease  was  Issued 
the  private  company  haa  a  right  to  drill  on  public  land,  so  the 
well  is  permitted  and  construction  begins. 

When  roads  are  built  and  well  sites  bulldozed,  the  other  more 
valuable  resources  are  lost,  wildlife  habitat  is  encroached  upon 
and  destroyed.  The  CEC  believes  that  If  the  Preferred  Alternative 
of  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  is  approved  as  written,  this  sort  of  abuse 
will  be  allowed  to  continue  1n  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area.  Now  is 
the  time  to  stop  such  development  pressure  by  staking  lands  with 
other  outstanding  resource  values  which  are  Incompatible  with  oil 
and  gas  development  off-limits  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  1n  the  first 
place. 


VI.  Conclusion 

The  Colorado  Environmental  Coalition  appreciates  the 
opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  RMP/EIS  and  participate  in  thle 
decision  making  procese.  We  hope  our  involvement  will  facilitate 
the  creation  of  a  Final  RMP/EIS  we  all  can  be  proud  of  and  support 


Sincerely, 


Todd  Robertson 

Public  Lands  Coordinator 
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Motorcycle  Trail  Riding  Association 

P.O.  Box  3033.  Monl/ose.  Colorado  81401 

June  12,    1991 

Bill    Bottjaly,    FMP  Tpim  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  hvmaownent 
2505  So.   Tovnsend  Ave. 
Mmtrose,  CO  81401 

Dear  Sin 
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After   revievtng  the  1991    "Gunnison   Resource  r^nagenent   Plan  and 
Drvir  omental   Twpact  Statement    (RMP/E1S)'  draft,    the  Mantrose,   Grand 
Junrticf,  and  Roaring  Pork  Chapter*  of   the  rtotorcycle  Trail   Riding 
Association   (KTRA}  wish  to  enter   the   recoBmendation   that   ■Alternative  4* 
(Ho  Action)    is  the  noet  desirable  avenue  for   the  &H  to  follow  at  thla 


In  light  of  other,   pending,   action  by   OJM  and   the  United  States   Forest 
Service   in  reducing  the  traditional   access  and  use  of  our   public   lands 
for,    in  ■cat  cases,   a  perceived  need,   w  strongly   favor  a  direction  change 
by  the  federal   land  managing  agencies  which  will   retain  historic,   evolved, 
use  patterns   In  each  area.     >*?   feel   that   federal   agencies  and   their 
aiployws  iust  pay  special  attention  to  the  needs  and  economic   realities 
:   of   the  residents  of  each   locale   in  which  they   find   themselves:   however 
'  temporary  that  assignment  say  be.      Kith  the  closure  of   the  Sunnyside  Kine 
in  Silverton,    the  unocal   pull-out  at   Parachute,    the  Mid-Continent   shutdown 
in  Paor.la,   the  threat  of  industry-killing  grazing  fee  Increases,  etc., 
further   restrictions  on   free  enterprise  could  nean  disaster   for  Western 
Colorado. 

we,    therefore,  call  upon  your   agency   to  return  to  managing  the  public 

lands   under  your  custodianship  by   the  principles  set   forth  in  the  Federal 

Land   Policy  &  Management  Act  of    1976,    i.e.;    to  tnanage   "for  human  occupancy 

and  use*   rather  than  nerely  reacting   to  single-focus   input  frnm  ANY  single 
group,    individual  or  entity. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin  Anderson,   HTRA/Montrose  Chapter   President 

Kike  Johnson,   Mafcer/MTRA  Board  of   Directors 


Senator  Ffenk  Brown 
Congressman   Ben  Campbell 
Deloa   "Cy*  Jamison 
file 


Responses  to  letter  68 

1 .  The  BLM  agrees  that  the  needs  and  realities  of  the  local  residents 
are  important.  The  public  input  process  during  RMP  preparation  is 
one  example  of  this  recognition  that  local  residents'  opinions  are 
important  to  the  BLM. 


Responses  to  letter  69 


Mr   Alan  L    Kesterie,  District  Manager 

Montrose  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Managanenl 

2505  South  Townsend  Avenue 

Montrose,  CO  81401 

Mr   Barry  A   ToQefson,  Area  Manager 
Gunnison  Basin  Resource  Ares 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
216  North  Colorado  Sired 
Gunnison,  CO  81230 

Mr  Bill  Botlomly.  RMP  Team  Leader 

Montrose  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  To*Tisrnd  Avenue 

Montrose.  CO  81401 
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Please  see  the  response  to  comment  18  of  letter  50  regarding  big 
game  winter  range  mapping,  and  comment  18  of  letter  63 

The  BLM  recognizes  the  conflict  of  elk  using  private  lands  during 
critical  times  of  the  year.  We  are  also  aware  that  CDOW  long  range 
herd  for  GMUs  include  all  lands  in  the  GMUs,  not  just  public,  or  FS, 
or  state  lands.  The  BLM  is  confident  that,  under  the  correct 
circumstances,  the  recently  initiated  Habitat  Partnership  Program 
will  lead  to  resolutions  of  some  of  these  conflicts  in  the  Planning 
Area. 

Please  see  paragraphs  4,  5,  and  6,  in  the  response  to  comment  20 
of  letter  50. 


RE:      COMMENTS  ON  GUNNISON  RESOURCE  AREA  DRAFT  RF-SOURCF 

MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
(DRMP/DE1S). 


The  Taylor  Pari  Cattle  Pool  hereby  submits  its  written  comments  on  the  DkMP/DElS.    The 
Taylor  Park  Cattle  Pool  represents  the  permilees  in  Alder  Creek  (6302)  and  Cabin  Creek 
(6301).    Taylor  Pari  has  limited  its  comments  to  those  areas  having  a  direct  affect  en  them. 

WILDLIFE  ISSUES:    REFERENCE  2-17  page  224 

Taylor  Park  Cattle  Pool  members  strongly  oppose  the  use  of  private  land  during  critical 
periods  of  the  year  by  big  game  and  private  lands  should  not  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of 
population  goals  of  big  game. 

From  our  observations  there  is  far  too  much  emphasis  concerning  SAGE  CHICKEN 
HABITATS  being  adversely  affected  by  range  improvement  projects.    Furthermore  there  has 
been  no  sagebrush  treatment  on  our  allotment  in  recent  years  and  yet  there  has  been  a  drastic 
reduction  in  Sage  Oucken  numbers     Lastly,  what  changes  in  the  present  hunting  management 
would  facilitate  a  faster  response  in  the  sage  chicken,  grouse  population? 


3.  Please  refer  to  the  Standard  Management  for  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  in  the  PRMP,  pages  4-6  through  4-1 1,  for  language 
that  has  been  modified  to  clarify  how  livestock  grazing 
management,  including  managing  for  minimum  stubble  heights, 
would  be  implemented.  Flexibility  in  the  application  of  stubble 
heights  that  would  be  possible  is  also  described.  Allotment 
Management  Plan  preparation  is  also  discussed  in  greater  detail  in 
the  same  section  in  the  PRMP. 
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SPECIFIC  KANCE  ISSUES: 
STl/BBLE  HEICHT 
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As  you  „e  ,wm  ou,  rnge  ii  .  spnng  ™nge  only    Stubble  Herghl  w«  first  mentioned  in  the 
spring  or  e.,ly  p.rt  of  ,991     W,  bel,eve  lh.t  before  this  U  Include  in  .  ten  ye.,  „,„,  m„c 
«udy  nd  co™der.u„n  should  I*  do™.    TWs  requuement  Is  no,  snsf.c.ory  io  our  .lloonen, 
.1  .J?  ^"'r,c*)lil'  Ujlored  to  "»  ^viAiJ  mge  conditions  nor  does  it  udce  inio  .ccou* 
u*~  c»  defmed  , cation  gruing    This  issue  should  be  in  Ihc  ind.vidu.1  AMP  Pin.    Our 
BLM  Is  used  ■  month  in  the  spring  nd  f»ssed  through  til  o/  ten  d.y.  in  the  Ml 

ALLOCATION  OF  NEW  OR  ADDITIONAL  FORAGE 

If  there  is  n  Increase  or  decree  in  .v^ble  fcrsge  we  believe,  K  permi.  holders,  we  should 
be  involved  u,  ny  «„d  Jl  d^c^ion  n^g  lo  „,«  ,„,.  ism<.  rf  A|JM  .djl)amal, 

T.vlor  P.rl  beueves  th.1  our  cisting  AMP  Is  bemg  lngejy  Ignored  by  this  RESOURCE 
Mn.gemenl  Pin    We  .sic  -Wh.,  good  Is  cur  AMP  if  It  isn't  being  followed?    It  w„ 
mnd.led  in  1980  in  the  EIP  nd  we  believe  It  should  be  followed  first. 

RANCE  READINESS 

|     We  strongly  brieve  that  rnge  re.du.ess  should  be  b*sed  cr,  OUR  tnd.vidu.1  JlotmenU. 
Re.du.ess  should  be  b^ed  on  historic  of  use  nd  prior  scions  nd  should  consider  the  type 
*  nuufgeracn.  occurring  en  the  Jlcmem     The  Pool  OPPOSES  using  USFS  guidelines  fcT 
rc.cUness  due  to  the  dr^tic  differences  between  election,  nd  clim.,e  of  our  BLM  llotmL 
of  C«bin  Creelt  Mid  Aide/  Creek.  "™ 

Ustly.  we  wonder  if  the  cost  of  th,.  pinned  imp.*  satemer*  could  h,ve  been  done  In  .  lo. 
costly  w.y  nd  the  money  notspenlonthisbookusedforthe  issues  utcluded. 

Thnl  you  for  you,  e«ful  review  <rf  these  concerns.    T.ylor  P.*  „  been  commended  fee  if 
c«  of  Ae  rnge  mny  tow  fa  the  Us.  ,»„  ,„  th.ee  yer^,  rest  .srured  we  tn.end  to  continue 
lo  do  »    We  w,U  support  nd  coope„te  to  the  fuDes.  should  .ppuclion  of  multiplcuse 
pnncples  wtth  .pp.opri.te  regnd  for  the  desire,  nd  need  of  the  T.ylor  P„k  perm..* 

Sincerely  yours. 


TAVLOR  PARK  CATTLE  POOL  ASSOCIATION 


Minimum  stubble  heights  are  recommended  in  order  to  achieve  the 
resource  conditions  in  the  Standard  Management  section  for 
Livestock  Grazing  Management,  and  in  prescriptions  for  certain  of 
the  Management  Units  in  the  PRMP.  In  riparian  areas,  achieving 
these  levels  would  help  maintain  plant  vigor  and  production, 
provide  for  quality  livestock  forage  and  wildlife  habitat,  provide  a 
minimum  of  plant  residue  to  trap  sediment  during  high  flows, 
buffer  or  reduce  the  energy  of  high  flows,  reduce  erosion,  and 
protect  streambanks.  The  implementation  of  stubble  heights  could 
occur  within  a  variety  of  grazing  systems,  including  non-traditional 
or  rest  or  deferred  rotation  patterns. 

4.  Please  refer  to  numbered  item  4  on  page  4-8,  and  to  the  last 
paragraph  in  the  left-hand  column  on  page  4-9  in  the  PRMP  for 
language  regarding  adjustments  in  grazing  preference.  Permittees 
would  be  involved  in  grazing  management  decisions  reached  by 
BLM  through  consultation,  cooperation,  and  coordination. 

5.  The  RMP  process,  in  most  cases,  is  not  Allotment-specific. 
Records  show  that  objectives  in  the  referenced  Allotment  are 
currently  being  met,  and  even  some  objectives  addressed  in  this 
RMP  have  been  met. 

Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  9  of  letter  35,  and  to 
page  3-3  of  the  DRMP  for  discussions  of  budget  needs  to 
implement  recommendations.  The  increase  mentioned  on  page  3-3 
of  the  DRMP  would  apply  to  the  PRMP  as  well.  Please  also  refer  to 
the  discussion  of  activity  plans  under  Livestock  Grazing 
Management  in  the  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  section  of  Chapter 
Four  in  the  PRMP. 

Also,  please  refer  to  page  2-5,  Chapter  Two,  of  this  PRMP  for  a 
discussion  of  the  relationship  of  this  PRMP  and  the  April,  1980, 
Draft  and  the  September,  1980,  Final  Gunnison  Basin  Livestock 
Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


6.  Application  of  range  readiness  (refer  to  Appendix  B,  DRMP  and 
PRMP  for  criteria)  has  been  clarified  and  expanded  upon.  Range 
readiness  criteria  would  be  used  when  earlier  turnout  dates  than 
authorized  are  requested,  and  in  extenuating  circumstances,  such 
as  drought  situations  or  serious  wildfire.  Please  see  the 
subheadings  "  Grazing  Administration"  and  "Monitoring  and  Range 
Readiness"  in  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management  section  of 
Standard  Management  in  the  PRMP  for  more  information. 
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Responses  to  letter  70 


Mi 


11,  1991 
Al«n  I.  Krsterke,  District  Han 
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Hon  I 

2505  South  Townsend  Ave. 
Montrose,  CO  81401 

Mr.  Barry  A.  Tollefson.  Area  Manager 
Cunnlson  Basin  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
216  N.  Colorado  Street 
Cunnlaon.  CO  81230 

RE:   GUNNISON  RESOURCE  AREA  DRMP/DEIS 

Gentlemen: 

The  lola  Powderhorn  Stockgrowre  Assn.  (hereafter  "The  Pool")  hereby 
submits  lta  written  contents  on  the  DRMP/DEIS  for  the  Cunnlson  Resource  Ar 
The  proposed  plan  or  parts  of  it  may  deny  or  alter  the  use  of  these  proper 
by  our  membership  by  adoption  of  the  proposed  Range  Readiness  Criteria  as 
termlned  by  the  USPS  and  by  the  restricted  stubble  height. 


The  Pool  si 
Region  2  Ctlterla 
by  Joint  range  to 
The  elevation  of 


rli 


tl, 


ngly  objects  to  the  Proposed  Plan'a  adoption  of  the  USPS, 
or  range  readlneaa.   Range  readiness  ahould  be  determined 

on  each  Individual  allotment  by  BLM  personnel  and  permltte 
St  BIX  lands  allow,  earlier  turn  out  due  to  lover,  warmer 


dlllons.   Host  Forest  Service  lands  used  by  The  Pool  penaltte 
9500  feet  or  higher,  which  does  not  allow  grasses  ready  fo 
at  lower  level   BLM  lands. 


ring 


The  reiulrement  of  a  minimum  atubble  height  la  not  apeclflcally  fitted 
to  Individual  range  conditions  existing  In  any  given  allotment  In  the  resouice 
area.  Nor  doea  It  take  Into  account  grazing  patterna  of  use  such  as  rest  or 
deferred  rotation.  These  patterns  often  result  In  heavy  use  for  a  ahort  time 
followed  by  significant  reBt  periods.  This  type  of  grazing  and  rest  rotstlon 
ha6  been  cooperatively  agreed  upon  by  BLH  and  permittees  and  has  been  termed 
a  workable  solution  to  the  enhancement  of  these  landa  by  BLM  and  permittees. 

There  Is  a  provision  to  guarsntee  forage  allocetlone  "at  current  level" 
to  wildlife  p  3- 104,  at  the  same  time  forage  allocations  "at  current  levels" 
for  livestock  Is  subjected  to  a  very  strenuous  list  of  condltlona  that  don't 
apply  to  wildlife.   All  classes  of  gearing  herblvorea  Impact  and  Influence 


1 .  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  6  of  letter  69. 

2.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  28  of  letter  50. 

3.  Please  refer  to  pages  4-5  and  4-9  in  the  PRMP  for  revised  language 
clarifying  how  new  available  forage  would  be  allocated  for  wildlife 
and  livestock  grazing  management  purposes.  Also,  on  page  4-9  in 
the  PRMP,  forage  allocation  procedures  in  43  CFR  4100 
(specifically,  see  43  CFR  41 10.3)  would  include  considering  using 
new  available  forage  to  increase  active  use  (AUMs). 

The  forage  allocation  methods,  considerations,  and  procedures 
referenced  above  in  this  response  (specifically  in  the  paragraph 
immediately  before  the  subheading  "fences"  on  page  4-9  in  the 
PRMP)  are  very  similar  to  current  procedures.  Any  incentives  that 
have  existed  in  the  past  to  continue  rangeland  improvements 
would  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  implementing  the 
recommendations  in  this  PRMP. 

Also,  please  see  the  response  to  comment  50  of  letter  38.  The 
monitoring  conducted  by  the  BLM  has  shown  that  elk  spend  only 
a  small  proportion  of  their  time  in  riparian  areas  as  compared  to 
cattle.  The  majority  of  use  by  elk  in  riparian  areas  occurred  during 
the  winter  when  banks  are  frozen  and  vegetation  is  dormant,  as 
compared  to  livestock  that  utilize  riparian  areas  during  the  spring 
and  summer,  when  banks  are  muddy  and  plants  are  beginning 
growth. 

4.  Please  refer  to  page  2-5,  Chapter  Two,  of  this  PRMP  for  a 
discussion  of  the  relationship  of  this  PRMP  and  the  April,  1980, 
Draft  and  the  September,  1980,  Final  Gunnison  Basin  Livestock 
Grazing  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

5.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  18  of  letter  50  for 
information  regarding  winter  range  mapping. 


Page  2 

June  11,  1991 

Hr.  Alsn  L.  Kesterke.  District  Manager 

Mr.   Barry  A.  Tollefson 
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the   vegetative   and    riparian,    resource,    and    equal    responslbill ty    for   grating 
these   areas   should  apply    to    livestock   and   wildlife. 


Trie  requirement  placed  on  livestock  to  Balneal 
lubble  height  throughout  the  grating  season  seems  u 
I    no    stubble   height    requirement    on   wildlife. 


2S   Inch  alnlmum 
asonable  when   there 


The   Fool   suggests    that    sage   brush    treatment*    at    proalsed    In    the    EIS  and 
AMP   of    1980's    should  be   carried  out    and    that    by    such    action  both  domestic    live 
stock    and  wildlife  would    tend    to  graze    developed    forage    not    lying    In    the 
riparian    areas. 

Henbera  of   The   Pool    feel    the    allocation   of    36Z    of    Critical    Winter   Range 
for    Wildlife   on   private    lands    la    an    enchroachment   upon   private    lands   and    a 
detriment    to    the    livestock   operator's    management    practices    on  his    privately 
owned    landa.      BLM   should    require    the   DOW    to   manage    their   herds    to  meet    BLM 
objectives    rather    than   DOW  objectives.      Private    livestock   operators   are    re- 
quired   to  manage    their   herds    in    this   wanner    and    are    not    allowed    to   use    range 
allowed    for  wildlife.      It    then   appears,    DOW  should   maintain  herd    numbers    that 
do   not    require   use  of    private    lands    for   winter    range. 


Many  statement  In  the  RMT  are  biased  against  livestock  and  In  fa 
wildlife  and  recreation.  We  would  like  to  have  equal  treatment  under 
Multiple   Use  Act. 


of 


•I 
I 


The  Pool  would  like 
ther  users,  for  example 
eturned    from  grazing    fee 


a    to  see   s  break   down  of   dollars   returned   to  BLH   fr 
ecreatlon  and  wildlife   aa   compared   to   the  dollars 
from    llvstock   on    BLM    landa. 


The   designation    of    acreages    frost   4,565   up    to   9,562    acres   ss   ACTC   In    the 
South  Beaver  Creek   area  seems   excessive   to  protect    185   acres   containing   colonle 
of    Skiff    Hllkvetch   plant.      We    feel    this   designation    ahould  be    re-evaluated    to 
determine    If    the    designation   of    such   a    large    area    Is    not    In    conflict   with   other 
uses    such   ss    recreation   grazing,    mining   and    timber    harvest    under    the  multiple 
use    concept    in    this   srea. 


Please  also  refer  to  the  response  to  comments  11,  15,  16,  and  20 
of  letter  38,  regarding  carrying  capacities  and  the  relationship 
between  CDOW  and  BLM  regarding  requests  for  reductions  in 
population  numbers. 

Also,  please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  13  of  letter  50  for 
information  regarding  the  manner  in  which  elk  population  estimates 
are  calculated  during  the  year.  Since  1983  the  CDOW  has  been 
trying  to  hold  elk  numbers  down  to  their  long  range  herd  goal  of 
9,000. 

Recommendations  were  made  in  the  DRMP  to  hold  game 
populations  within  habitat  carrying  capacity  on  public  lands  (please 
see  Table  A-3,  page  A-1,  in  the  DRMP).  As  a  result  of  our 
monitoring  studies,  our  primary  concerns  are  with  the  long  range 
herd  goals  for  deer.  In  Table  A-3,  page  A-1,  in  the  DRMP  BLM 
recommends  lower  interim  herd  goals  for  deer  until  shrub 
production  and  vigor  increases. 

The  BLM  recognizes  the  conflict  of  elk  using  private  lands  during 
critical  times  of  the  year.  We  are  also  aware  that  CDOW  long  range 
herd  for  GMUs  include  all  lands  in  the  GMUs,  not  just  public,  or  FS, 
or  state  lands.  The  BLM  is  confident  that,  under  the  correct 
circumstances,  the  recently  initiated  Habitat  Partnership  Program 
will  lead  to  resolutions  of  some  of  these  conflicts  in  the  Planning 
Area. 


6.  Including  the  information  in  the  RMP  mentioned  in  the  comment 
would  not  contribute  to  making  decisions  or  analyzing 
consequences. 
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page   3 

June    11,    1991 

Hr.   Alan  L  Kesterke,   Dlstrlc  Manager 

Mr.    tarry  A.    Tollefson 

The  Id.  Powd.rhorn  Stockgrow.rs  Assn.  endorse,  comment,  already  submitted 
by  the  Cunnlson  Count,  Stockgrowers  As.n.  and  also  consent,  by  John  Scott  of  the 
Soil    Conservation      Service. 

We   appreciate  the  opportunity   to  comment  on   the   proposed   DRMP/DEIS  and 
.land   read,   to  cooperate   In   furth.r  d.nnlng  prior    to   the    final   dan. 


Yours  very   truly, 

IOLA   POVDERHORN   STOCKCROUERS   ASSN. 


Please  see  the  response  to  comment  8  of  letter  38.  The  BLM  is 
recommending  the  4,565  acre  Management  Unit  E-8,  in  the 
Preferred  Alternative  in  the  DRMP,  for  ACEC  designation  in  the 
PRMP  (see  the  prescription  for  Management  Unit  8  in  Chapter  Four 
of  the  PRMP). 


0. 


S^/T>-*~-nz-^fc/^ 
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June   13,    1991 


Hr  Alan  Kesterke,  District  Manager 

Montrose  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Townsend  Ave. 

Montrose,  CO   81401 

Mr.  Barry  A.  Tollefson.  Area  Manager 
Cunnlson  Basin  Resource  Area 
216  a.  Colorado  Street 
Cunnlaon,  CO   81230 

HE:  GUNNISON  RESOURCE  AREA  DRMP/DEIS 

Centlemen: 


My  name  Is  Miles  Howard,  a  permittee  running  livestock  on  BLM  lands  In 
The  Cunnlson  Basin  Resource  Area.   I  would  like  to  offer  written  coments  re- 
garding the  DRMP/DEIS  for  the  Cunnlson  Resource  Area.   The  proposed  plan  dir- 
ectly affects  my  ability  to  continue  to  operate  my  ranch  using  BLU  lands.   Tills 
will  affect  my  overall  ranching  operation  tremendously. 

The  proposal  In  this  DRMP/DEIS  to  adopt  the  Forest  Service  criteria  for 
range  readiness  should  be  re-evalusted  snd  range  readiness  should  be  determined 
on  an  Individual  basis  with  tour  by  permittee  and  BLM  personnedl  to  determine 
sdlness  each  year. 


the   1 

Overall  minimum  stubble  heights   are   not    tied    to   Individual   range   conditions 
in  any  given  allotment    in   the  basin.      It   does   not   give   consideration   to  grazing 
patterns   and  historical  use,    such   as   rest   or   deferred   rotation,   which   at    times 
allows   a   significant   period  of    rest   from  grazing   .      These   plana   are   designed   to 
allow  heavier  u6e   for  a  short   period   and   then   rest   period.      These   lands  have  been 
cooperatively  managed  by   permittees   and  BLH   In   this    fsshlon  snd  hsB  brought   about 
a  workable  solution   to  enhance   these   lands  over   a   period  ol    time,   while  not  work- 
ing  a  harshlp   on   permittees  by    allowing  no   grazing. 

The    required  minimum  stubble   height    Is    blatantly    absent    from    the    provision 
to  allocate   forage  "at   current    level"   to  wildlife  p   3-104,   but    is   given  great 
emphasis   In  allocating   forage   "at   current    level"   for   livestock.      Since   grazing 
whether     by   livestock   or  wildlife    Impacts   and   Influences    the  vegetative  and 
riparian   resource,   equal   opportunity   to  graze   these  areas    should   apply   to 
all   grazing  herblvoreB.      The   requirement   of    24  inch  minimum  stubble  height   throug- 
out    the    season   does   not    apply    to  wildlife,    therefore    it    should    not    apply   to 
livestock. 


Responses  to  letter  71 

1 .  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  6  of  letter  69. 

2.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  28  of  letter  50. 

3.  Please  refer  to  pages  4-5  and  4-9  in  the  PRMP  for  revised  language 
clarifying  how  new  available  forage  would  be  allocated  for  wildlife 
and  livestock  grazing  management  purposes.  Also,  on  page  4-9  in 
the  PRMP,  forage  allocation  procedures  in  43  CFR  4100 
(specifically,  see  43  CFR  41 10.3)  would  include  considering  using 
new  available  forage  to  increase  active  use  (AUMs). 

The  forage  allocation  methods,  considerations,  and  procedures 
referenced  above  in  this  response  (specifically  in  the  paragraph 
immediately  before  the  subheading  "fences"  on  page  4-9  in  the 
PRMP)  are  very  similar  to  current  procedures.  Any  incentives  that 
have  existed  in  the  past  to  continue  rangeland  improvements 
would  not  be  diminished  as  a  result  of  implementing  the 
recommendations  in  this  PRMP. 

Also,  please  see  the  response  to  comment  50  of  letter  38.  The 
monitoring  conducted  by  the  BLM  has  shown  that  elk  spend  only 
a  small  proportion  of  their  time  in  riparian  areas  as  compared  to 
cattle.  The  majority  of  use  by  elk  in  riparian  areas  occurred  during 
the  winter  when  banks  are  frozen  and  vegetation  is  dormant,  as 
compared  to  livestock  that  utilize  riparian  areas  during  the  spring 
and  summer,  when  banks  are  muddy  and  plants  are  beginning 
growth. 


4.      Please   refer  to  the   response  to   comment    18   of  letter   50   for 
information  regarding  winter  range  mapping. 
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I  also  object  to  the  allocation  of  private  land  aa  critical  winter 
ge  for  wildlife  and  believe  the  DOW  mi  be  required  to  manage  their  herd 
reduction  of  numbera  or  whatever  it  takes  to  maintain  the  BLH  objectlvea 
her  than  the  BLM  manage  landa  to  fit  the  DOW  objectlvea.   It  appears  that 
•  whole  document  is  strongly  biased  in  favor  of  wildlife  and  recreation. 

What  is  the  break  down  of  dollars  returned  froia  other  uses  as  compared 
dollar  return  from  grazing  fees? 

I  support  the  statements  of  the  Cunnlson  County  Stockgrowers  Assn.,  the 
I  Powderhorn  Stockgrowers  snd  John  Scott  of  the  Soil  Conservation  Service 
t  have  already  been  submitted. 

1  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  and  am  willing  to  cooperate 
•angement  of  BLM  and  all  other  public  lands  under  the  Multiple  Use  Concept. 


-*u  *-x>,f 


Please  also  refer  to  the  response  to  comments  11,  15,  16,  and  20 
of  letter  38,  regarding  carrying  capacities  and  the  relationship 
between  CDOW  and  BLM  regarding  requests  for  reductions  in 
population  numbers. 

Also,  please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  13  of  letter  50  for 
information  regarding  the  manner  in  which  elk  population  estimates 
are  calculated  during  the  year.  Since  1983  the  CDOW  has  been 
trying  to  hold  elk  numbers  down  to  their  long  range  herd  goal  of 
9,000. 

Recommendations  were  made  in  the  DRMP  to  hold  game 
populations  within  habitat  carrying  capacity  on  public  lands  for  elk 
(please  see  Table  A-3,  page  A-1 ,  in  the  DRMP).  As  a  result  of  our 
monitoring  studies,  our  primary  concerns  are  with  the  long  range 
herd  goals  for  deer.  In  Table  A-3,  page  A-1,  in  the  DRMP,  BLM 
recommends  lower  interim  herd  goals  for  deer  until  shrub 
production  and  vigor  increases. 


The  BLM  recognizes  the  conflict  of  elk  using  private  lands  during 
critical  times  of  the  year.  We  are  also  aware  that  CDOW  long  range 
herd  for  GMUs  include  all  lands  in  the  GMUs,  not  just  public,  or  FS, 
or  state  lands.  The  BLM  is  confident  that,  under  the  correct 
circumstances,  the  recently  initiated  Habitat  Partnership  Program 
will  lead  to  resolutions  of  some  of  these  conflicts  in  the  Planning 
Area. 

5.      Please  see  the  response  to  comment  6  of  letter  70 


American  Itjven 

Juris    14,    1991 
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Alan  L.    Kesterke 

Area  Manager 

Gunnison  Resource  Area 

2505  South  Townsend  Avenue 

Montrose,  Colorado  81401 

Re:   Draft  Gunnison  Resource  Area  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


ubmitted  on  behalf  of  both  American 
nvironmental  Coalition. 


Dear  Mr.  Kesterke: 

These  comments  are 
Rivers  and  the  Colorado 

American  Rivers 

American  Rivers,  formerly  named  the  American  Rivers 
Conservation  Council ,  is  a  national,  public  interest  not-for- 
profit  corporation  with  more  than  16,000  members  nationwide. 
American  Rivers  is  the  only  national  conservation  organization 
dedicated  exclusively  to  the  preservation  of  free-flowing  rivers. 
In  its  eighteen-year  history,  American  Rivers  has  worked 
intensively  to  protect  rivers  under  the  federal  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act  and  has  actively  assisted  states  and  local  groups  with 
their  river  conservation  efforts. 

American  Rivers  has  worked  extensively  with  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  ("BLM")  since  1987  in  its  planning  efforts  for 
the  river  resources  on  the  public  lands.   American  Rivers  has 
assisted  the  planning  staff  in  Washington  to  clarify  admini- 
strative direction  for  consideration  of  potential  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  in  BLM's  resource  management  planning,  and  has  reviewed 
and  commented  on  numerous  BLM  plans.   American  Rivers  has  filed 
to  date  six  Protests  of  Resource  Management  Plans.   Each  Protest 
has  alleged,  inter  alia,  that  the  individual  RMP  failed  to  comply 
with  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  explicit  agency  admin- 
istrative requiring  that  BLM  study  potential  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  and  provide  interim  management  prescriptions  for  those 
rivers  found  eligible.   On  June  4,  1990,  the  Director  decided  all 
four  then  pending  Protests  and  agreed  the  subject  RMPs  failed  to 
comply  with  the  wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  and  advised  the 
affected  State  Directors  that  additional  planning  was  required  to 
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1 .  Please  refer  to  page  1-9  and  Table  1-6  on  page  1-12  in  the  DRMP 
for  a  discussion  of  the  review  of  other  streams  conducted  by  our 
interdisciplinary  team  in  the  Planning  Area  for  Wild  and  Scenic 
potential.  A  complete  list  of  these  other  streams  has  been  added 
as  Attachment  2  in  Appendix  I  of  the  PRMP,  along  with  rationale 
as  to  why  they  were  determined  not  to  be  eligible  segments. 
Regarding  Cebolla  and  Tomichi  Creeks,  BLM  found  that  both  these 
streams  lacked  any  outstandingly  remarkable  features.  The  BLM 
manages  no  land  along  the  Taylor  River,  and  no  portion  of  the 
Taylor  River  is  located  in  the  planning  area. 

2.  The  BLM  guidance  requires  that  eligible  segments  be  analyzed  for 
potential  impacts  to  outstandingly  remarkably  features  in  the  event 
non-designation  recommendations  are  made.  Accordingly,  the 
potential  impacts  to  outstandingly  remarkable  features  as  a  result 
of  not  recommending  the  eligible  Segment  A  of  The  Lake  Fork  of 
The  Gunnison  River  for  Wild  and  Scenic  designation  are  addressed 
in  the  DRMP  on  pages  4-10,  4-36,  and  4-70,  for  Alternatives  A 
(Continuation  of  Current  Management),  C,  and  E  (Preferred 
Alternative),  respectively.  The  impacts  of  the  no-designation 
recommendation  on  these  features  are  also  contained  in  Chapter 
Five  of  the  PRMP. 

3.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  1  of  this  letter. 

4.  The  CDOW  opinion  referred  to  in  the  comment  pertains  to  the  Lake 
Fork  "from  Lake  City  to  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir"  and  is  not 
specifically  applicable  to  Segment  A.  Our  reference  to  fisheries  is 
based  on  our  grouping  all  aquatic  ecosystem  concerns  under  the 
heading  of  fisheries.  We  were  not  solely  referring  to  fishing 
success  of  recreationists.  We  specifically  analyzed  the  significance 
of  the  cutthroat  trout  population  in  relation  to  the  river's  values. 
The  cutthroat  trout  is  not  a  USF&WS  listed  species,  but  is  a 
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Alan  L.  Kesterke 
June  14,  1991 
Page  2 

comply  with  established  requirements.1 

American  Rivers  members  live  near,  use  and  benefit  from  the 
resources  of  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  ("CRA"),  including  its 
rivers  and  associated  landscapes. 

Colorado  Environmental  Council 

The  Colorado  Environmental  Council  ("CEC")  is  a  not-for- 
profit  conservation  organization  based  in  Denver,  Colorado.   The 
mission  of  CEC  is  to  achieve  the  conservation  of  natural 
resources  and  the  preservation  of  environmental  values,  primarily 
in  Colorado,  through  coordinating  efforts  of  the  environmental 
community.   CEC  presently  has  more  than  1,500  individual  members 
and  37  member  groups  whose  total  membership  exceeds  50,00 
individuals.   CEC's  professional  staff  and  members  work  on  a 
variety  of  public  lands  issues  in  Colorado,  including  the 
protection  of  free-flowing  rivers. 

CEC  Rivers  members  live  near,  use  and  benefit  from  the 
resources  of  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  ("GRA"),  including  its 
rivers  and  associated  landscapes. 


Section  5(d)  of  the  wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  16  U.S.C. 
section  1271  et  sea. .  requires  all  federal  agencies  to  consider 
potential  national  wild,  scenic  and  recreational  river  areas  in 
all  planning  for  the  use  and  development  of  water  and  related 
land  resources.   16  U.S.C.  section  1276(d).   The  planning 
responsibility  imposed  by  section  5(d)  plainly  requires  the  BLM 
to  assess  the  values  of  potential  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  during 
the  preparation  of  resource  management  plans  pursuant  to  the 
FLPHA.   Recognizing  that  responsibility,  BLM  Manual  Section 
1623.41A2d  identifies  wild  and  scenic  river  recommendations  as  a 
possible  determination  to  be  made  in  such  plans. 

To  provide  further  guidance  for  fulfilling  BLM's  planning 
responsibilities  for  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  the 
agency's  Washington  office  on  July  23,  1987  circulated  Instruc- 
tion Memorandum  No.  87-615,  containing  draft  guidelines  for 
identifying,  evaluating,  and  protecting  potential  wild  and  scenic 


Since  that  date,  the  Directer  has  remanded  for  further 
planning  one  of  the  other  RMPs  which  American  Rivers  had 
Protested;  one  Protest  remains  pending. 

CEC's  office  is  located  at  777  Grant  Street,  Suite  606, 
Denver,  Colorado  80203. 


6. 


7. 


species  of  special  concern  to  the  state.  This  population  is  not 
native  to  the  area  but  an  experiment  in  reintroduction  being  carried 
out  by  the  CDOW.  At  this  point  they  are  not  certain  that  a  portion 
of  Segment  A  can  support  and  maintain  a  viable  population  of  this 
species.  For  these  reasons  we  did  not  consider  the  aquatic 
ecosystem  in  general,  or  the  cutthroat  trout  population  specifically, 
as  an  outstandingly  remarkable  feature.  The  occurrence  of  Bald 
Eagles  mainly  occurs  in  Segment  B  of  the  river,  which  was  found 
to  be  not  eligible  because  it  is  not  free  flowing. 

In  our  segmentation  of  the  Lake  Fork,  we  chose  Wager  Gulch  as 
the  cutoff  point  for  Segment  A  because  that  is  the  point  where 
land  ownership  changed  from  predominately  federal  to 
predominately  private.  Also,  the  number  of  structures,  diversions, 
disturbances  and  impacts  increase  substantially  downstream  from 
that  point.  Also,  as  is  referenced  in  the  comment,  no 
outstandingly  remarkable  features  were  identified  below  Wager 
Gulch.  After  considering  these  factors,  BLM  is  using  the  segment 
divisions  contained  in  the  DRMP. 

Upon  reexamination  of  eligibility  determinations,  BLM  continues  to 
determine  that  Segments  B  and  C,  as  defined  in  Attachment  I  of 
the  DRMP  and  PRMP,  are  not  eligible  for  inclusion  into  the  National 
Scenic  and  Wild  Rivers  System  (NWSRS). 

In  our  analysis  of  outstandingly  remarkable  resource  values  along 
streams  in  the  Planning  Area,  BLM  adhered  closely  to  the 
evaluation  criteria  identified  in  the  Act  and  BLM  guidance.  This 
included  a  consideration  of  scenic,  recreational  geological,  fish  and 
wildlife,  historic,  cultural  and  other  similar  values.  Based  on  our 
judgement,  the  only  segment  that  met  the  eligibility  requirements 
is  Segment  A  of  the  Lake  Fork. 
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rivers  on  BLM  lands.   That  guidance  was  promulgated  by  the 
Director  in  final  form  in  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  87-670  and 
the  attached  Guidelines  for  Fulfilling  Pequjreme ntS  of  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (the  "Guidelines"),  issued  September  8, 
1988  and  renewed  annually.   In  addition,  the  Director  included  a 
"Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act  Plan  Review  Procedures  Summary 
("Procedures  Summary")  with  his  June  4,  1990  Memorandum  to  State 
Directors  concerning  the  resolution  of  existing  American  Rivers 
Protests  that  clarified  certain  elements  of  the  study  process. 

Under  the  directions  established  In  the  Guidelines,  planning 
for  potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  on  BLM  lands  follows  a 
relatively  straightforward,  three-step  procedure.   Each  BLM 
resource  management  plan  is  to: 

(1)  evaluate  the  eligibility  of  potential  wild  and  scenic 
rivers  within  its  planning  area  for  Inclusion  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  in  accordance 
with  the  criteria  set  forth  in  Section  1(b)  of  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  (i.e.,  whether  the  river  is  free- 
flowing  and  possesses  one  or  more  "outstandingly 
remarkable"  values); 

(2)  determine  the  appropriate  classification  ("wild," 
"scenic,"  or  "recreational")  for  rivers  found  to  be 
eligible; 

(3)  assess  the  suitability  of  such  rivers  for  Inclusion  In 
the  national  river6  system,  based  upon  the  public 
values  and  uses  that  would  be  enhanced  or  foreclosed  by 
such  protection,  the  degree  of  public,  state  and  local 
interest  in  designation,  and  practical  concerns 
regarding  costs  and  feasibility  of  administration. 

Guidelines,  Section  VIII,  at  9-12. 

Until  a  final  decision  is  reached  by  the  agency  and,  for 
recommended  rivers,  by  Congress,  BLM  is  to  protect  river  resource 
values  and  characteristics  through  specific  management  pre- 
scriptions established  in  specific  or  programmatic  interim  man- 
agement plans.   Guidelines,  Section  IV. c,  at  p.  7;  Section  IX, 
at  p.  20. 

I.    Comments  Concerning  Eligibility 

A.    Scope  of  study 

The  GRA  planners  Inexplicably  restricted  the  scope  of  their 
evaluation  of  free-flowing  streams  within  the  resource  area  to 
the  Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison  River.   E.g.,  Draft  at  2-34.   There 


We  agree  that  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  has  a  rich  diversity  of 
resource  values,  but  these  rich  resources  are  present  on  many 
lands  in  the  southern  Rocky  Mountains,  thus  reducing  the  potential 
for  these  values  to  be  even  regionally  significant.  The  BLM  is 
aware  of  the  resources  referenced  in  the  comment,  and  these  were 
considered  in  our  eligibility  analysis.  The  analysis  factors  for  ACEC 
identification,  and  those  for  Wild  and  Scenic  River  eligibility 
determination  are  applied  to  lands  and  waters  for  very  different 
purposes.  These  are  two  very  different  and  unique  designations 
that  require  examination  of  different  analysis  factors  and 
application  of  different  management  guidelines.  The  bighorn  sheep 
habitat  in  the  Cebolla  Creek  and  Lake  Fork  areas  was  not 
determined  to  be  an  outstandingly  remarkable  feature  when 
evaluated  by  the  wild  and  scenic  river  criteria. 

Thank  you  for  your  in-depth  analysis  of  the  referenced  suitability 
determination  factor.  The  referenced  text  in  Appendix  I  in  the 
DRMP  has  been  changed.  We  did  not  intend  to  communicate  that 
the  Segment  A  is  not  suitable  because  the  scenery  is  not  "river- 
dependent".  The  conclusion  we  reached  and  were  attempting  to 
communicate,  regarding  this  factor,  is  that  other  management 
tools  are  currently  available  to  afford  the  required  degree  of 
protection  for  the  values  in  Segment  A,  including  the  scenic 
values.  Appendix  I,  page  1-10,  in  the  PRMP  clarifies  this  language. 

This  recommendation  of  non-designation  and  suitability  would  not 
diminish  in  any  fashion  BLMs'  commitment  to  manage  and  protect 
the  values  in  Segment  A. 

Thank  you  for  the  references  on  interim  management  of  streams 
found  eligible  and  suitable  for  designation  into  the  NWSRS.  We 
obtained  a  copy  of  the  documents.  Had  the  Preferred  Alternative, 
or  the  PRMP,  contained  a  "suitable"  determination  and  a 
recommendation  for  designation  regarding  Segment  A  or  any  other 
stream,  interim  management  for  the  segment  or  stream  would 
have  been  included.  Please  refer  to  Appendix  I  in  the  DRMP  or 
PRMP  for  existing  management  tools  that  would  provide  for 
protection  of  values  in  Segment  A. 
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is  no  suggestion  that  any  other  stream  on  the  resource  area  vai 
evaluated  for  its  potential  as  a  national  wild  and  scenic  river. 
Nor  is  there  any  rationale  provided  for  the  planners'  apparent 
conclusion  that  the  Lake  Fork  is  the  only  stream  which  nay 
qualify  for  inclusion  in  the  national  rivers  syste»  and  that  no 
other  stress  in  the  CRA  may  be  eligible  for  such  designation. 
The  planning  teas  aust  correct  this  significant  planning  omission 
as  it  prepares  the  final  RHP. 

For  example,  the  Draft  does  identify  several  other  major 
tributaries  of  the  Gunnison,  Including  Tomlchi  Creek,  Taylor 
River  nd  Cebolla  Creek.   Draft  RMP  at  3-11.   Each  of  these 
streams  ere  cbvicus  candidate  for  an  assessment  of  potential 
eligibility  for  wild  and  scenic  status. 

The  Final  RMP  should  include  descriptive  accounts  that 
explain  the  planners  rationale  that  other  streams  are  not 
eligible.   BLM  planners  in  other  resource  areas  are  including 
descriptions  of  ineligible  rivers.   E^g^.,  Draft  Bishop  Area  RMP. 
American  Rivers  and  the  Colorado  Environmental  Coalition  ("the 
conservation  groups")  have  found  this  to  be  an  extremely 
important  element  of  RMPs.   Numerous  BLM  planning  teams  are 
fulfilling  the  planning  responsibilities  imposed  by  FLPMA  and  the 
Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  by  conducting  an  eligibility 
assessment  of  all  streams  which  flow  through  an  individual 
resource  area.   The  CRA  planners  should  do  no  less. 

Only  through  full  documentation  of  the  basis  for  BLM's 
findings  can  the  public  be  assured  that  the  agency  has  in  fact 
given  these  streams  the  consideration  mandated  by  section  5(d)  of 
the  wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  and  that  rivers  and  streams  with 
potential  as  additions  to  the  national  rivers  system  have  not 
been  rejected  on  a  superficial  examination. 

The  fundamental  Importance  of  such  documentation  is  plainly 
expressed  in  the  Guidelines:  "The  RMP  record  of  decision  (ROD) 
serves  as  the  release  document  for  river  areas,  or  portions  of 
river  areas/segments,  determined  nonsuitable  for  WSR  river 
designation."   Section  VIII. B.l. 

Moreover,  pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA),  the  planning  documents  must  assess  the  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  any  decision  not  to  recommend  rivers  for 
inclusion  in  the  national  rivers  system.   In  California  v.  Block. 
690  F.2d  753  (9th.  Cir.  1982),  the  United  States  Court  of  Appeal 
for  the  Ninth  Circuit  held  that  the  Forest  Service  is  required  to 
prepare  a  site-specific  E1S  when  It  decides  in  its  planning 
process  to  release  potential  wilderness  areas  for  nonwilderness 
uses.   BLM  decisions  not  to  recommend  designation  for  potential 
wild  and  scenic  rivers,  like  decisions  releasing  potential 


No  decisions  are  actually  made  in  the  DRMP.  Decisions  about  the 
management  of  resources  in  this  area  will  be  made  in  the  Record 
of  Decision  that  accompanies  the  Approved  RMP. 
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wilderness  areas,  irretrievably  commit  the  resources  of  such 
rivers  and  their  adjacent  lands,  and  require  similar  site- 
specific  environmental  analysis.   Even  where  the  BLM  establishes 
relatively  protective  prescriptions  for  a  river  area  in  its  RMP, 
such  as  an  ACEC,  the  decision  not  to  recommend  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  designation  exposes  the  river  to  s  continued  risk  of 
hydroelectric  development  that  may  degrade  or  destroy  the  river's 
free-flowing  character,  and  to  mineral  development  that  may 
Impair  its  outstanding  natural  values. 

The  conservation  groups'  concern  with  the  depth  of  the 
planners'  eligibility  analysis  is  not  a  mere  acadesic  concern. 
In  addition  to  Identifying  eligible  streams,  the  description  of 
outstandingly  remarkable  values  Is  a  central  component  of  any 
suitability  study.   The  heart  of  the  suitability  determination  is 
a  consideration  of  the  characteristics  that  make  a  river  and  itm 
corridor  a  worthy  addition  to  the  national  rivers  system. 
Guidelines,  section  VIII. A. 3.   That  analysis  Is  crippled  if  the 
eligibility  determination  is  incomplete.   Also,  streams  not  found 
eligible  are  subject  to  management  activities  which  may  Impair  or 
even  preclude  their  later  inclusion  in  the  national  rivers 
system. 

The  conservation  groups  are  concerned  also  that  the  planning 
team  may  have  adopted  a  screen,  either  formally  or  informally, 
that  resulted  in  the  exclusion  of  streams  of  relatively  small 
length  or  volume.   Congress  provided  an  expansive  definition  of 
"river"  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.   £ejj  16  D.S.C. 
51286(a)  {"'River'  means  a  flowing  body  of  water  or  estuary  or  ■ 
section,  portion,  or  tributary  thereof,  including  rivers, 
streams,  creeks,  runs,  kills,  rills,  and  small  lakes. ■) .   The 
wild  and  scenic  rivers  system  encompasses  a  wide  range  of  rivers 
and  streams,  from  Alaska's  vast  Forty-mile  River  system  to  the 
North  Fork  Owyhee  in  Oregon  to  Louisiana's  Saline  Bayou  River. 
The  public  lands  planning  activities  of  BLM  and  the  Forest 
Service  are  leading  to  the  identification  of  literally  hundreds 
of  rivers  eligible  for  the  national  wild  and  scenic  rivers 
system. 

B. 


1, — Lake  Fork  of  the  Gunnison  River 

The  conservation  groups  question  the  basis  for  the 
determination  that  scenery  is  the  only  outstandingly  remarkable 
value  possessed  by  this  river.   The  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 
believes  the  river  to  possess  also  outstandingly  remarkable 
fishery  and  wildlife  values.   Draft,  Appendix  I  at  1-12.   There 
is  no  discussion  of  the  basis  for  BLM's  apparent  conclusion  that 
the  Division  of  Wildlife  is  in  error. 
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The  brief  reference  to  fisheries  suggests  that  the  planners 
emphasis  was  upon  fishing  rather  than  analysis  of  the  diversity 
and  importance  of  th«  fishery  resource.   E.q, ,  Id.  at  1-13.   The 
presence  of  Colorado  cutthroat  trout,  for  example,  suggests  that 
the  Lake  Fork  may  possess  outstandingly  remarkable  fisheries 
values.   IAj.  at  2-18.   Similarly,  the  occurrence  of  bald  eagles 
along  the  Lake  Fork  suggest  that  wildlife  values  may  be 
significant .   Id. 

The  conservation  groups  question  also  the  particular 
segmentation  applied  to  the  Lake  Fork.   A  more  appropriate 
division  for  Serpents  A  and  B  would  be  Lake  San  Cristobal,  rather 
that  Wager  Gulch.   The  apparent  reason  for  this  division  point  is 
the  determination  that  the  numerous  diversions  to  fill  streamside 
lakes  precludes  a  determination  that  the  stream  is  free-flowing. 
Id.  at  1-9.   He  suggest  the  planning  teas  reassess  this 
conclusion  and  consider  whether  the  segment  might  qualify  for  a 
recreational  classification.   We  appreciate,  of  course,  that  if 
there  are  no  outstandingly  remarkable  values  present  In  this 
segment  then  it  would  not  be  eligible,  however,  as  is  discussed 
elsewhere  in  these  comments,  we  believe  that  the  eligibility 
analysis  conducted  by  the  planning  team  was  inadequate. 

Finally,  if,  as  we  believe,  additional  analysis  determines 
other  significant  resource  values  are  possessed  by  this  and  other 
streams  in  the  GRA,  such  values  may  also  be  found  to  be  present 
in  Segments  B  and  C  of  the  Lake  Fork. 

2. Other  resource  values 

There  is  absolutely  no  suggestion  that  the  planning  team 
evaluated  seriously  numerous  resource  values  during  the  course  of 
their  examination  of  free-flowing  streams  on  the  resource  area. 

The  Draft  discusses  "Special  Status  Plant  and  Animal  Species 
Habitat,"   Id.  at  2-18,  however,  there  is  no  indication  that  the 
ecological,  fisheries  and  wildlife  values  discussed  therein  were 
considered  as  values  that  would  qualify  a  stream  and  its  corridor 
for  inclusion  in  the  national  rivers  system. 

While  it  is  impossible  in  the  absence  of  documentation  to 
evaluate  the  adequacy  of  the  staff's  review  of  other  streams  on 
the  GRA,  the  conservation  groups  think  it  highly  likely  that  the 
staff  failed  to  evaluate  all  resource  values.   In  the  first 
place,  the  conservation  groups  find  it  difficult  to  believe  that 
the  GRA,  with  its  rich  and  diverse  resource  values,  would  not 
Include  a  single  stream  (other  than  the  scenic  values  in  Segment 
A  of  the  Lake  Fork)  with  regionally  significant  scenic, 
recreational,  geologic,  wildlife,  historic,  cultural,  ecological 
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or  botanical  values. 

The  conservation  groups'  experience  with  other  federal  land 
management  plans  across  the  country  has  demonstrated  that  agency 
planners  frequently  fail  to  fully  consider  all  resource  values 
which  could  qualify  streams  on  their  forest.   For  example, 
planning  teams  sometimes  ignore,  or  merely  give  cursory 
acknowledgment  to,  the  fact  that  ecological  values  may  qualify  a 
river  for  inclusion  In  the  national  rivers  system,   gee,  U.S. 
Departments  of  Interior  and  Agriculture,  National  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Svstem:  Final  Revised  Guidelines  for  Eligibility. 
Classification  and  Management  of  River  Areas  ("Interagency 
Guidelines")  ...  47  Fed.  Reg.  39454,  39457  ("In  addition  to  the 
specific  values  listed  in  Section  1(b)  of  the  Act,  other  similar 
values,  such  as  ecological,  if  outstandingly  remarkable,  can 
justify  inclusion  of  a  river  in  the  national  rivers  system."). 

Many  of  the  resource  values  which  led  to  the  determination 
of  relevance  and  importance  of  particular  ACECs  would  also 
support  a  determination  of  eligibility  for  free-flowing  streams. 
E.g.,.  Draft,  Appendix  H.   For  example,  Cebolla  Creek  ACEC  is 
found  to  possess  "regionally  and  nationally  significant  [bighorn 
sheep]  habitat."   jdt  at  H-7.   Remarkably,  Lake  Fork  Canyon  is 
found  to  possess  significant  regional  recreation  values,  historic 
railroad  camps,  high  quality  trout  fishing,  yet  none  of  these 
significant  resource  values  are  even  mentioned  in  the  wild  and 
scenic  study.   Id.  at  H-6. 

II.   Suitability 

The  conservation  groups  commend  the  planning  team  for  the 
breadth  of  their  suitability  analysis.  Few  RHPs  have  included 
such  a  detailed  discussion  of  a  stream's  suitability. 

Nonetheless,  the  planners  have  applied  an  entirely 
inappropriate  screen  to  determine  that  Segment  A  of  the  Lake  Fork 
is  ineligible.   The  planners  have  included  that  the  scenic  values 
of  the  river  are  not  "river  dependent"  and  that,  therefore,  the 
stream  would  not  make  a  worthy  addition  to  the  national  rivers 
system.   Id.  at  1-10. 

Thus,  although  the  resource  specialists  determined  that  the 
river  possesses  outstandingly  remarkable  scenic  values,  a 
decision  was  made  that  these  values  are  not  "river  dependent." 

The  perspective  that  an  outstandingly  remarkable  value 
present  must  be  "river  dependent"  Is  not  found  within  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  or  any  agency  directive.   The  Act  addresses 
itself  to  "certain  selected  rivers  of  the  Nation  which,  with 
their  immediate  environments,  possess  outstandingly  remarkable 
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...  values."   16  U.S.C.  S  1272(b).   The  Act  does  not  require  that 
a  river  be  free-flowing  and  possess  an  outstandingly  remarkable 
value  that  is  river  dependent;  rather  the  Act  speaks  to  free 
flowing  rivers  with  outstandingly  remarkable  values  within  the 
river's  immediate  environment.   The  study  states  that  a[t]he 
scenery  Is  outstanding  in  the  river  corridor  but  the  river  plays 
only  a  small  part  in  this  scenic  quality."   Id,  st  I-io. 
Congress  made  the  determinat Ion  that  a  river  value  is 
sufficiently  related  to  the  river  if  it  Is  present  within  one- 
quarter  stile  of  the  river.   There  is  no  statutory  or 
administrative  support  for  BlX'a  additional  requirement  that  an 
outstandingly  remarkable  value  within  one-quarter  mile  of  the 
river  must  also  meet  a  test  of  whether  it  is  "river  dependent." 

The  consequence  of  applying  this  inappropriate  "river 
dependent"  screen  Is  most  obviously  significant  with  respect  to 
BUl's  determination  that  an  eligible  segment  is  not  suitable, 
however,  the  conservation  groups  are  concerned  that  this 
inappropriate  screen  may  have  infected  the  entire  analysis  of 
outstandingly  remarkable  values  possessed  by  other  streams  in  the 
GRA,  Including  wildlife  and  ecological  values. 

III.  The  Gunnison  RHP  Falls  to  Establish  Detailed  Management 

standards 

In  order  to  protect  the  resource  values  and  character  of  its 
potential  wild  and  scenic  rivers  until  a  decision  Is  reached 
regarding  their  designation,  BLJI's  Guidelines  require  agency 
planners  to  establish  detailed  management  prescriptions.   The 
Guidelines  stats:  "...  the  RHP  flyst  prescribe  the  protection 
(interim  management  prescriptions)  to  be  provided  for  the  river 
and  adjacent  public  land  area  pending  the  suitability  and,  when 
necessary,  subsequent  action  by  the  Congress."   Guidelines, 
Section  VIII. A. 3. a.,  at  p.  11  (emphasis  added). 

The  Guidelines  address  in  detail  the  scope  of  management 
prescriptions  that  should  be  adopted: 

Specific  management  prescriptions  for  river  corridors 
identified  from  the  NRI  list,  or  otherwise  identified  for 
study,  should  provide  protection  in  the  following  ways: 

1.  free-flowing  valuep.   The  free-flowing  characteristics 
of  such  identified  river  segments  cannot  be  modified  to 
allow  stream  impoundments,  diversions,  channelization, 
and/or  rip-rapping  to  the  extent  the  BUf  is  authorized  under 
law. 

2.  River  values.   Outstandingly  remarkable  values  of  the 
identified  river  segment  or  area  must  be  protected  (subject 
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to  valid  existing  rights)  and,  to  the  extent  practicable, 
enhanced. 

3.   Classification  Impacts.   Management  and  development  of 
the  identified  river  and  its  corridor  cannot  be  modified, 
subject  to  valid  existing  rights,  to  the  degree  that  Its 
eligibility  or  classification  would  be  affected  (i.e.,  its 
classification  cannot  be  changed  from  wild  to  scenic,  or 
scenic  to  recreational). 

Guidelines,  IX,  B.,  at  1-20. 

The  conservation  groups  recognize  that  the  decisions  in  the 
Draft  do  not  require  any  interim  management  prescriptions.   If, 
however,  as  we  believe,  rivers  are  found  eligible  and/or  suitable 
In  the  Final,  we  suggest  that  the  planning  team  contact  the 
Bishop  Resource  Area  in  California  or  the  Three  Rivers  Resource 
Area  in  Oregon.   Both  of  these  Resource  Areas  have  included 
excellent  management  prescriptions  in  their  Draft  RMPs. 

We  trust  these  comments  assist  the  planning  team  complete 
and  improve  the  RMP.   Please  do  not  hesitate  to  communicate  with 
us  if  you  have  any  questions  concerning  any  of  the  matters  set 
forth  above.   American  Rivers  and  the  Colorado  Environmental 
Coalition  look  forward  to  working  closely  with  the  Gunnison 
Resource  Area. 


.Sine 


Todd  Robertson 
Colorado  Environmental""' 


cc:   Todd  Robertson 
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73 

(303)   64  I    35  JO 

BECBVED 

jlW  14.991 

eLM.GUNNlS0NRA. 


Barry  Tollesson,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
216  North  Colorado 
Gunnison,  Co  81230 

RE:   BLM  Resource  Management  Plan 

Dear  Mr.  Tollesson: 


No  east-west  electric  line  right-of-way  corridor  was  identified  in  the 
Powdeihorn  Valley.  We  request  this  not  preclude  the  granting  of  a  future 
electric  line  right-of-way  that  maybe  needed  if  future  development  does  occur 
in  the  general  areas  of  Townships  46  ad  47  North,  Ranges  1,  2  and  3  West, 
NMPM, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Resource  Management 
Plan. 
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1.  Unless  an  area  is  closed  to  the  location  of  rights-of-way,  public 
lands  would  be  open  to  the  consideration  for  these  land  uses. 
Corridor  designation  means  that  applicants  for  linear  rights-of-way 
would  be  seriously  encouraged  to  consider  these  corridors. 


J.mes  Somrak 
General  Manager 

JSRS/mf 


9  ri    By    Those    We    Serve' 
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1 .  Thank  you  for  your  support  of  the  DRMP.  The  Preferred  Alternative 
does  not  propose  to  close  any  of  the  BLM-managed  lands  near 
Hartman's  Rocks  to  4-wheel  drive  use.  There  is  an  area  of  public 
land  southwest  of  Hartman's  Rocks  where  vehicle  use  would  be 
restricted  to  designated  roads  to  avoid  impacts  to  a  sensitive  plant 
species. 


Mr.  FUrry  ToCe/soo 
Bureau,  of  Land  Management 
216  North  Col  ocado 
Gunnison,  Colorado  81230 


Dear  Mr.  Toll  ef son: 


I  am  writing  you  in  reference  to  the  new  Gunnison  Resource  Area  Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  Our  Club  supports  this  draft  and  feels  it  is  necessary-  As 
you  may  ixiow  ue  are  also  involved  in  the  "Hartman  Rocks"  planning  for  recreational  purposes 
We  decided  to  become  actively  involved  in  this  because  we  were  afraid  it  may  become  closed 
to  our  use  Our  only  remaining  concern  of  this  issue  is  Arden  Anderson's  determination  to  close 
much  of  the  area  to  4  Wheel  drive  use.  The  only  apparent  damage  we  see  are  the  washouts  al 
the  u  est  side  above  the  fence.  We  would  welcome  some  improvements  there.  We  also 
appreciate  your  cooperation  with  us  and  look  forward  to  serving  the  BLM  in  the  future. 


Yours  truly. 


Roy  Duncan 

President  Blue  Mesa  4  Wheelers 
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1 .  Fish  were  observed  in  Road  Beaver  Creek  on  BLM  land  during  a 
survey  on  October  21,  1983,  and  several  times  since  then.  While 
Road  Beaver  is  not  a  prime  recreational  fishery  and  does  not  have 
the  potential  to  be  such,  it  is  BLM  policy  to  manage  riparian  areas 
in  a  healthy  and  productive  condition  and  to  enhance  fisheries. 
Currently,  Road  Beaver  riparian  zone  is  not  productive  in  terms  of 
livestock  forage  or  wildlife  habitat  when  compared  to  its  potential. 
Improvement  of  the  riparian  area  is  a  major  step  to  enhancing  the 
fishery. 


:.'!ccuc     ;-ct.:?.-s 
FttTITaSHIF 

y.C-CHO  "-d.,     rtor.irese,   Colored  ei40! 
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14,    1991 


District  Xcnasex 


Kr.  Alan  I.  K.st, 
Fontrose  District 
lureau  of  Land  I'ar.agerent 
r;o;  South  Towr.se.-.d  Aver.us 
Kor.tross.    Colorado   81431 

Yx.   "arry  A.   Tollefson,   Area  Kanager 
lurjlioo  *aelr  Pesource  Area 
rureau  of  lar.d   'V.^eient 
Hi   forth  Colorado  Street 
Cunr-lio.i,   Colorado  81?50 


RECEIVED 

•JUH17  1991 
BlMGUNNlSONR>- 


Sir.    'Ill   r*ottoily,   SXP  T 

>:o.-.trose  District 
Purtau   of   Tsr.d   riarutgcserj 
2?05  Settth  "owr.send   Aver. 
>or.trose,    Colorado   81401 


sr.   Leader 


CCT- 


cv  "mrc-  --ift",?CE  a.ta  :sa?"  if;~-ct  -i-:r;?r  pla;'  atd 


?A~K<Eir    3P.-j/5t 


'.-.<      leolas    Jrotiers   Tart.-ers... :    (hereafter    B1.P~)   herely   sutrits   Its 
written   c:~e.-.tr   or   the  E^jVESIS    for    t.-.e  Curmieor.   3es3uree   Area.      As  you 
are    a. are,    the  -.?.    was    founded    in  lr'."*    and    for  nearly   a   century  has    [eer.  ah 
active    re pre  ser.tatl  ve   of    tne    livestock   Industry   in   the   Gunnison  watershed. 
X..-.    and    through    its   nenlersr.lt,    represents    private    individuals,    families, 
partnership*,    cor;:rations    and    other   intlties   which   ovr.  or   use    lands,    -ater 
rights,    livestock,   grasing   permits    and    leases    In   the   area   covered   ty   the 
plan.      As   presently  protosed,    the   Pesource   ruir.aeTet.ent   Plan   or   portions  of 
it   rsy  deny   or   alter   certain   of   thene   neuters    the   use   of   these   various 
properties.      As   such,    the   K. ".    represents   s   dealership   that   is   or   aay    oe 
affected    ty  approval  of   the    proposed  Pesource     -anagenent   Plan.      Should   it 
iecore   necessary,    ::.P.    has    standing   to   protect    approval    of   this  Mtl    under 
4}   C?=    1610.    5-?   (1990). 

These   consents   vere   prFared   after   este.-.eive  review  of   the  D?M/tII3    ly 
a   select   connitted   within   the   a.?.,    which   coaments   were    then  reviewed    cy   the 
"oard   of  lirectors    of   the   -.;.    prior    to   sutmissicn   to   the    PLU.      The  tV. 
Ares  V.e^er  nade   availatle   a   nunter   of   additional   detailed    supporting 
raterials   through   the    cooperation  of   the  RXJ   TeeJ   leader.      Their   assistance 
in   that   regard   is   appreciated. 
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1  through  41 .  Please  see  the  responses  to  comments  1  through  41  of 
letter  50,  as  these  two  letters  are  nearly  identical. 

42.  The  description  of  the  Management  Unit  1  in  the  PRMP  notes  that 
the  lands  south  and  west  of  Lake  City  also  contain  summer  range 
for  domestic  sheep  grazing. 

43.  The  concern  expressed  on  page  3-110  in  the  DRMP  deals  with 
incompatible  recreation,  mining,  and  livestock  grazing  land  use 
mixes.  In  addition,  because  of  shallow  soils,  short  growing 
seasons  and  harsh  weather  conditions,  alpine  tundra  ecosystems 
are  fragile  in  nature  and  susceptible  to  impacts  from  a  variety  of 
uses.  Some  of  these  uses  include,  but  are  not  limited  to, 
recreation,  grazing,  and  mining.  The  recommended  management 
in  the  PRMP  attempts  to  mitigate  the  potential  impacts  that  could 
occur  to  the  tundra  from  these  various  uses. 

44.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  response  8  of  letter  60,  and 
38  of  50.  Documented  research  indicates  that  the  meaning  and 
intent  of  the  statement  in  the  comment  is  valid,  and  the  BLM  has 
included  it  in  the  PRMP.  Research  by  Spraker  (1990)  indicates  that 
several  viral  diseases  of  domestic  sheep  and  cattle  may  be 
transmitted  to  bighorn  sheep,  including  bluetongue  (BT), 
contagious  ecthyma  (CE),  bovine  respiratory  syncytial  virus 
(BRSV),  parainfluenza  type  3  (PI-3),  ovine  progressive  pneumonia 
(OPP),  caprine  arthritis/encephalitis  (CAE),  scrapie,  bovine  virus 
diarrhea  (BVD),  and  ulcerative  dermatosis  (UD).  Of  these  BT,  CE, 
BRSV,  and  PI03  have  been  diagnosed  in  bighorn  sheep  (Spraker 
1990). 
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44 


45 


46 


47 
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rage  5-110,  ka.  acemj.t  cmt. 


uld    like   Paragraph    two,    • 

Fragile   high   country    fj 

nvy  recreation   vlaitatlo 


,    lmportej 
uallty   v. 

it  ill 

Luea 
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ln« 

VAI.l     this 

p  grazing 

cent- 

"he   ,'leolas    *roth#r> 
charged    *o   reed   as    follow 
«ti  historical   resoureea, 

and  truing. 

Jaragraph    two,    last   sentence:     The  Blcolae    brother 
ence    charged    to   read:      and    Fighorn  sheep  hatitat   an  ah 

Paragraph   four,    first   sentence!     The  Nicolas    Brothers   would    like    to 
know  how  grazing  detrimentally  affects    the    fragile    tundra  ecosystems 
receiving  heavy  recreational   use.     Ve   challenge    thia   statement   and    would 
like    thia    phrase   deleted. 

Paragraph   four,    laat  sentence  i     The  Nicolas   brothers   challenge    this 
statement   and  want   it   deleted.      According   to   Veterinarian   sources.    It   is 
iupossitle    for   domestic   sheep   to    lafect/tranafer   dese&se   or   any   Infection 
to   .-Ighorn   sheep. 

Pag*   5-111,   KAJaSEEEKT  UNIT 

Paragraph   two;      The   Nicolas    Brothers  would    like    the   second    sentence 
changed    to   read    as    follows:     Frovidlng  a  diversity  of  recreation  opportun- 
ities,   including   interpretation,   while   protecting   important   historic, 
grazing   permits,    scenic   arc    natural    Values   would    be   emphasized    within 
I    the  Unit! 

Fag«   3-H2,    LIVESTOCK  3RAZINS   XAIUGEEKT. 

The   Nicolas   brothers   challenge   this  statement   and   vou Id    like    to  know 
how    livestock  grazing   along  Eenson  Creek   and    the   North   Fork   of  Henson 
Creek   to   Lake   City   would   In   any  way   affect    fishery   and    streaaalde    conditions. 

Fage    5-116,   fXMGEMNT  UNIT   E-5   (fiEDCLOOD   ACEC). 

The  Nicolas  brothers  would  like  paragraph  number  one,  sentence  number 
five,  changed  to  read  as  follows)  Other  features  within  the  Unit  axe  high- 
ly  scenic    visual   resources,    livestock  grazing  and   Bighorn   sheep  habitat. 

Paragraph  nuzber  one,  sentence  nuater  seven:  The  Nicolas  Frothers 
Protest  agalr.st  and  challenges  this  statement.  According  to  sources  at 
the  local  Sell  Conservation  office,  an  environmental  study  was  recently 
sade  In  the  state  of  Utah  to  detei-xin  the  possibility  of  destroying  the 
tutterfly  herein  described.  It  is  our  understanding  that  the  butterfly 
cannot  survive  without  the  excrement  left  by  livestock.  We  want  "and 
tracpling  of  habitat  of  the  Oncompahgre  frillary  tutterfly  by  domestic 
sheep"   deleted    froz   that   sentence   ard   paragraph. 
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->i-k   you    for   your   careful   review  of   t:-.ese   c->=- 
Uiat   \lcolas    Trot.-.ert    Fartr.ershlp  will   ccntlr.ue    ltt    active   role    In    the 
c^elop-en-    of   a   peeeurse   :<an.seien'.   Pla--.   for   the  Cunnleon   *asln   that 
repre.ents    sou-id    applications    of   ojltlple-use   principles   with   appropriate 
re.-ard   for   the   rl.Me   of   lr.il  viduale   ar.d   the   needs   of   the    local   eoaEimltli 


45.  The  sentence  "Livestock  grazing  would  continue  to  be  authorized 
in  the  unit  within  the  capabilities  of  the  ecosystems  involved."  has 
been  added  to  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management  paragraph  in 
Management  Unit  1  in  the  PRMP. 

46.  The  area  along  Henson  Creek  from  the  North  Fork  of  Henson  Creek 
to  Lake  City  is  not  considered  suitable  for  grazing  due  to  the 
topography  and  sparse  vegetation,  except  for  the  vegetation  in  the 
narrow  riparian  area.  Utilization  of  the  vegetation  by  domestic 
livestock  could  place  maintenance  of  the  fishery  in  jeapardy.  This 
vegetation  is  important  to  the  fishing  in  terms  of  food  and  cover. 
Insects,  both  aquatic  and  terrestrial,  need  vegetation  to  exist. 
Woody  material  entering  the  stream  provides  fish  cover  and  habitat 
for  aquatic  insects.  In  addition,  the  streamside  vegetation  provides 
shading  of  the  stream,  which  in  turn  helps  to  maintain  the  lower 
water  temperatures  necessary  for  maintenance  of  a  trout  fishery. 

47.  Livestock  grazing  has  been  included  as  a  use  that  takes  place 
within  a  portion  of  the  Redcloud  Peak  proposed  ACEC, 
Management  Unit  5,  in  the  PRMP. 

48.  Based  on  documentation  by  Dr.  Peter  Brussard,  who  has  studied 
the  subject  butterfly,  BLM  has  not  deleted  the  subject  phrase  from 
the  description  of  the  management  unit  referenced  in  the 
comment.  At  the  present  time,  BLM  has  no  information  that  would 
support  the  theory  that  the  Uncompahgre  fritillary  butterfly  needs 
excrement  left  by  livestock  to  survive.  There  is  a  genuine  concern 
and  threat  to  the  Uncompahgre  butterfly  by  sheep.  Dr.  Brussard 
fears  that  sheep  would  be  highly  detrimental  to  the  continued 
existence  of  the  butterfly.  Dr.  Brussard  indicates  that  trampling  and 
grazing  by  sheep  will  kill  larvae  and  eggs  that  are  living  within  the 
snow  willow,  and  he  also  indicates  that  these  populations  cannot 
tolerate  any  additional  sources  of  mortality. 


Very   truly   youre, 
TKE  MCCLtS   ^crrESS   f«jr:.-EiSHI? 


FYs  th:  fAP-.TTS 


yiul   E.    Vlrolae,    rartner 


Q//su<  2Z$>$sd^eJ 


august  </]  Mcolas,    Partr. 


cc:        Cunnleon   County  Coaalsalonera 
Hen  ::i£hth->rse  Ca^ptell 
lot  Hocre 
Cy   Jaaelaon 
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1353  Kjindrop  Lane 
Golden,  CO  80401 
June  13.  1991 


77 


Mr    Bill  BcUOffily.RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau  of  land  Management  Re:     BLM  Gunnison  Resource  Area 

2805  S.   Townsend  Avenue 

Montrose.  CO  8U01 

Dear  Mr.  Bottomly: 

The  Bureau  of  land  Management  Resource  Management  Plan  and  En''™"""*''  '"P«l 
statement  recently  released  for  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  Is.  broadly  speaking,  a 
JoSftun  presenting  a  lot  of  thc^t  on  the  part  of  the  BIM.  However  Jt  does  not 
go  fa?  enougf.  In  protect.n,  outstanding  scenic  and  ecological  values  Insome  of  the 
most  spectacular  and  most  popular  BLM  lands  In  Colorado.  We  wish  to  co-ent 
specifically  about  -hat  we  regard  as  serious  deficiencies  In  several  attributes  of 
this  area. 

First-    Because  of  past  overgrazing  and  Inappropriate  grazing  much  of  the  range 
land  in  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  is  In  only  fair  or  even  poor  "^J1'"";    * 
trongly  feel   that  the  BIM  must  Institute  .proved  grazing  management  prac   ices  which 
will  restore  the  rangeland  to  the  good  condition  of  which  it  is  capable.     It  Is 
particularly  Important  to  protect  and  improve  riparian    habitat. 

Second:    we  feel  that  the  lake  Fort  of  the  Gunnison  Is  an  unusually  9°°<<  "nJ>: 
date  for  designation  for  a  wild  and  scenic  river.     It  was  e'roneou i  to  «">"*  J"" 
from  your  reccVnendatlons.     The  headwaters  of  the  lake  Fort  ^stream  J'»  Lak e 
San  Cristobal   contains  some  of   the  most  outstanding  scenery  found    in  BLM  lands 
naUon  .  de       In  the  Alpine  Triangle  Special  Recreation  Management  Area  there  are 
m  n,    u.stlndlig  visual!  spiritual  and  recreational  features  thaw >  f  «1  It  would 
be  a  tragedy  not  to  preserve  for  future  generations  to  en  oy  as  we  no.  enjoy^    we 
strongly  urge  you  to  recommend  wild  and  scenic  river  status  for  a      of™*  \»" 
Fort  from  Its  origin  at  Sloan  lake  In  the  Handles  Peak  proposed  wilderness  to  the 
Blue  Mesa  Reservoir. 

designation: 

A      The  Alpine  Triangle.     While  the  BLW  has  reccmended  portions  of  this  vtrj 

habitat. 

B.  Fast  Gunnison.  This  Includes  BLM  lands  l-nedj'te'l-  J«|*  J*'*  ££  U 
Gunnison-aich  are  crucial  deer  and  elk  winter  range  and.  ACEC  designation  is 
important  to  protect  this  significant  wildlife  habitat. 
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1   through  3.     See  the  responses  to  comments  3,   1,  and  2  of  letter 
8,  respectively. 


■  ■ .        i 


C  Cebolla  Creek.  This  is  an  important  bighorn  sheep  Mbiut  lying  just  east 
of  the  Powderhom  Primitive  Area.  ACEC  designation  would  greatly  help  the  iierd  to 
achieve  a  self-sustaining  population. 

Ue  commend  the  BIM  for  proposing  ACEC  designation  for  West  Antelope  Creek,  an 
area  Immediately  north  of  Blue  Mesa  Reservoir,  which  provides  crucial  elk.  deer  and 
bighom  sheep  winter  range. 


A 


Laurence  l/  Currier.  M.O. 


,  M-"*)- 


Sincerely  yours. 


■  r    r 


Mrs.  I.  M.  Currier 
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6«c  izH         73 

TfltnArte,  CO    2'VO) 

A/lei**.  ctUiawJ '  JnC<rrxu£Zncu*<>  ** ■***   CP>0W 
loiUUt   foot  QfJU*  %*&   *- 1*  *»  ^Ve  2''Z3 

/$£<)  f*</~  Au~£  J4<£a</  Ztuusu  &nq  ~A^m  QCn/ -6^ 
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1 .  According  to  the  information  provided  to  us  by  CDOW,  the  1990 
hunt  was  very  successful.  The  CDOW  estimates  that  over  4,800 
elk  and  2,860  deer  were  taken,  bringing  numbers  down  to  about 
9,128  elk  and  about  13,206  deer.  Those  numbers  represent  the 
animals  that  survived  the  winter  following  the  1 989  hunt(s).  They 
do  not  include  the  new  calves  that  were  born  in  the  early  spring  of 
1990,  however. 

Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comments  12  and  13  of  letter  50 
for  more  information  regarding  Tables  2-16,  A-1,  A-2,  and  A-3,  in 
the  DRMP. 

2.  Please  see  the  response  to  the  previous  comment,  and  the 
response  to  comments  1  2  and  1 3  of  letter  50,  regarding  big  game 
estimates.  The  BLM  recognizes  the  conflict  of  big  game  use 
occurring  on  private  lands  during  critical  times  of  the  year.  We  are 
also  aware  that  CDOW  long  range  herd  for  GMUs  include  all  lands 
in  the  GMUs,  not  just  public,  or  FS,  or  state  lands.  The  BLM  is 
confident  that,  under  the  correct  circumstances,  the  recently 
initiated  Habitat  Partnership  Program  will  lead  to  resolutions  of 
some  of  these  conflicts  in  the  Planning  Area. 

3.  Please  see  Appendix  A  in  the  PRMP  for  revised  and  corrected 
tables  regarding  BLM  Long  Range  Herd  Goals  (and  desired  carrying 
capacities  in  the  long  term).  Please  also  see  the  response  to 
comment  1 2  of  letter  50  for  more  information  on  the  subject. 

Please  also  refer  to  the  last  paragraph  of  the  response  to  comment 
41  of  letter  38  regarding  riparian  and  range  conditions. 


jot    l-,29o    (n  62-cV<  <rf /&  /<■■/*/) utf  6./u*-r, 
fyv  y*Wfc£  /**■,<&*>  a***?  fa    &>  sIO  (pi  5~l.  6~%  ^ 

foud-    /ttia/*^  sn*~  4^-zTJji-  And  uh£/  -ttyi  ■/laffU'A. 


Cn4  4A,rte    x>irtui£ aXi*>n&,  m  aa-kkiZi  -e*^*  act-. 

t)-t4   4*^m  •**&(    r*l  Mu^€u   Anted.    ^ffcw^-^/K/av*--) 
Ana  &wri   <Zrtx&>  a^cof  aUccA  ^-nUtm*  w*  /f7ux^/^e^^ 
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1   through  4.     See  the  responses  to  comments  1,  3,  and  2  of  letter 
8,  and  2  of  letter  12,  respectively. 


79 
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BLM 

£8^5     S.      Towr«cnd     Ava. 
Mont  rote,     CO    6)401 


80 


Michael     Cockrell 
P.O.       Bom    1255 
Fruco,    CD.     804O 


1   through  5.     See  the  responses  to  comments  2,   1,  and  3  of  letter 
8,  and  2  of  letter  12,  respectively. 


Mr.      Bottomly, 

I    write     In    reference    to   the    draft     RMP    for    the    Gunniton    Resource    Area. 
FIr»t,      I     commend    the    BLM    for    rtcomnirid  ing    six     flCEC«,     bot    would    request 
that     other    ireit,     including    Cebol  la    Creek,      lands   east    of    Gunnison    and 
the    mr^s    known    a*     the    alpine    triangle,     be    added    to    the     list    of    OCEC 
recommendations.        This    designation    can    aerve    to    protect     important 
habitat    and   wildlife   corridor*,    scenic,    recreational    and   historical 
values. 

The   Lake   Fork   of   the    Gunnison    River    should    be    recommended    as    suitable 
for    Wild    and    Scenic    designation.        The    corridor     Is  heavily    used    for 
recreation    and    offers    the    public    euch     in    geologic    and    visual     values! 
this    river    deserves    the    protections    offered    by    this    designation. 


I     request    that 


BLM   develop*    and    enact     policies    that    minim te     lepacti 
1     insist     that    the    BLM    begin    to   emphasize    recreation, 
ecological     health,     historical     and    aesthetic    values    in     land    management 
policies    and    practices.        The    preservation    of    unroaded     areas     is    critical 
to    the    long    term  health    of    the    eeosystee    and     for   quality    recreational 
experiences.       1    insist    that    these    values    be   considered    over   and    above 
those    of    resource    extraction,      including    grazing    wanaoementi     the 
condition   of    rangelands    In    this   resource    area    ere    reportedly    in    fair 
condition   at    best.       That    situation    Is    unacceptable,    and    I    ask    that    the 
BLM    enact     genuine,     on-the-ground    practices    that    restore    rangelands   to 
good    condition,     that     improve    end     protect     riparian    habitat,     even    if 
grazing    privileges    need   to    be    suspended. 


ist     that    motorized    vehicles    be    »evs 
and    highly    support     the    closure    of 


rely    restricted    to    a    few 
corr-idors,     and    highly    support     the    closure    of    roads,     trails    and    tracks 
used    by    vehicle    users.        I    ask    this    because,     as    a   public    lands    user,     I 
have    simply   seen   too   many   onaoino   abuses    of    public    land,     including 
habitat    fragmentation,    erosion    and   sedimentat  Ion  of   streams   and    severe 
scaring    of    the    landscape,     all     attributable    to   motorized    vehicles!    and 
roads    beoet    more   roadt'  '    To    Illustrate   the    problee,     I    refer    to   the 
Gunnison    Basin   Prea    maps    distributed    by    the    Forest    Service!     Excepting 
the    arm*    west    of    Lake   San    Cristobal    and    the    Powderhorn    Primitive    Prea, 
cannot     find    a    place    3   miles    in    diameter     on    BLM    lands    that     Is    not 
dissected    by    a    rote).        I     request    my    comments     be    accepted    as    part    of    the 
public    response    to    the  draft    document. 
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1.  Protection  of  the  referenced  values  within  the  proposed  Dillon 
Pinnacles  ACEC  are  considered  and  provided  for  in  the  PRMP.  Any 
acquisition  of  non-federal  lands  in  the  unit  would  be  accomplished 
through  fair  market  compensation. 


June  18,  1991 


Kr.  Alan  L.  Kesterke,  District  Manager 

Montrose  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Townsend  Avenue 

Mont  rose,  Co.   614  01 

Mr.  Barry  A.  Tollefson,  Area  Manager 
Gunnison  Basin  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
216  North  Colorado  Street 
Gunnison,  Co.   81230 

Mr.  Bill  Bottonly,  RMP  Team  Leader 

Montrose  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Townsend  Avenue 

Montrose,  Co.   81401 

Gentlemen: 

The  Gunnison  County  Board  of  Commiss loners  thanks  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  for  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the 
public  process  of  the  formulation  of  planning  issues,  and  to 
review  the  resulting  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan/ 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The  format  and  clarity  of 
management  alternatives  presented  in  this  document  are  credits  to 
Its  preparers. 

Having  focused  our  review  primarily  on  those  areas  and 
management  activities  proposed  within  Gunnison  County  boundaries, 
we  offer  the  following  comments,  questions  and  recommendations: 

— The  Board  supports  the  designation  of  the  Dillon  Pinnacles 
ACEC.  Because  reasons  for  the  disparity  In  acreages  between 
Alternatives  D  and  E  are  unclear,  we  support  neither  alternative 
over  the  other,  but  add  that  geologic  and  scenic  values  should  be 
maximized.  Any  acquisition  of  private  lands  which  occurs  as  part 
of  that  designation  should  be  accomplished  through  fair-market 
value  compensation  and/or  land  exchange. 


2.  Easements  would  be  acquired  following  established  policies  and 
practices  in  BLM's  2100  manual  series.  Just  compensation  would 
always  be  a  factor  in  any  easement  acquisition  action. 

3.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  1  2  of  letter  63.  Also,  the 
BLM's  VRM  inventory  process  is  briefly  summarized  in  Appendix 
C  of  the  PRMP.  Table  S-1  in  the  DRMP,  page  S-16,  contains  an 
error  under  Alternative  D  regarding  Visual  Resources.  VRM  Class 
II  acres  total  311,598,  not  341,598,  as  shown.  Table  4-1  in  the 
DRMP,  page  4-82,  also  contains  an  error  regarding  Visual 
Resources  under  Alternative  D.  The  acres  following  VRM  Class  III 
total  93,319,  not  93,619,  as  shown. 


4. 


5. 


Timber  harvesting  would  only  occur  in  riparian  areas  if  wildlife  and 
riparian  values  would  be  improved.  Site  conditions  would  in  every 
case  be  considered  before  the  decision  is  made  to  harvest  in  these 
areas.  At  that  time,  criteria  would  be  developed  as  to  how  to 
improve  these  values,  if  the  harvesting  would  occur. 

The  RMP  serves  to  establish  a  general  management  framework  for 
our  actions  in  the  Planning  Area.  Specific  details  about 
management,  such  as  how  to  decide  when  a  permit  system  would 
be  necessary  in  the  Powderhorn  area,  would  be  based  on  careful 
observations  and  monitoring  of  use,  both  commercial  and  private. 
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--The  Board  supports  acquisition  by  the  BLH  of  priv 
lnholdings  within  BLM  lands,  via  fair-market  value  compensation 
and/or  exchange,  as  well  as  transfers  into  private  ownership  of 
Isolated  or  noneconomic  parcels  which  you  have  noted  for 
disposal .  We  discourage  significant  cumulative  loss  of  private 
land  from  the  tax  rolls,  and  encourage  development  of  an 
acquisition/disposal  program  which  results  in  a  balance  of  public 
and  private  acreages  exchanged,  bought  and  sold. 

— The  Board  supports  acquisition  of  easements  for  publ ic 

access,  particularly  for  those  areas  cited  as  desirable  for  that 

purpose  and  which  now  do  not  have  legal  access  (page  2-39),  again 

to   be   accomplished   through   fair-market   compensation   and/or 

,  exchange. 

--The  Board  supports  continued  management  of  the  3  20  acres 
in  the  wildcat  Creek  drainage  to  protect  the  Town  of  Crested 
Butte's  water  supply. 

--The  Board  supports  management  of  archeological  resources 
as  defined  in  Alternative  "B"  (and  repeated  in  the  "Preferred 
Alternative  E")  ,  which  directs  the  building  of  an  archeological 
data  base,  in  addition  to  complying  with  existing  legislation  and 
policies  protecting  significant  resources.  Conflicts  between 
these  cultural  resource  sites  and  other  future  site-disturbing 
uses  may  be  avoided  if  additional  cultural  resource  data  can  be 
collected  in  field  surveys. 

--■nie  Board  supports  the  improvement  of  habitat  conditions 
on  those  surveyed  streams  which  have  been  identified  as  being 
-below  potential"  (page  2-27),  if  such  Improvement  can  be 
accompl Ished  without  significant  detriment  to  other  established 
uses.  Such  improvement  of  this  one  element  of  the  ecosystem 
would  ultimately  benefit  recreational  users,  as  well  as  those 
terrestrial  and  aquatic  animals  which  would  be  directly  affected. 
We  also  support  requirements  within  the  Preferred  Alternative 
that  mitigation  of  site-specific  riparian  deterioration  will  be 
standard  in  all  surface-disturbing  activity  plans,  and  that  road 
construction  within  identified  riparian  areas  will  be  kept  to  "an 
absolute  minimum." 

--The  Board  supports  the  concept;  of  Alternative  D's  Visual 
Resources  allocation,  in  which  a  majority  of  acreage  falls  into 
Classes  II  and  III  which  retain  or  partially  retain  existing 
landscape,  and  in  which  changes  to  the  basic  landscape  elements 
(caused  by  management  activities)  would  range  f  ro»  "low  and  not 
evident*  to  "moderate  and  evident."  Designation  as  Class  IV 
should  be  1 imited  to  the  site-specific  projects  whose  impacts 
warrant  it;  blanket  designation  of  Class  IV  areas  would  appear  to 
violate  the  legal  mandate  to  manage  for  protection  of  all 
resources  (including  visual  resources). 


Details  on  a  permit  system  would  be  outlined  in  either  a  Wilderness 
Management  Plan  (if  it  is  designated  wilderness)  or  a  Recreation 
Area  Management  Plan  {if  it  is  not  designated  wilderness),  and 
would  be  accompanied  by  an  environmental  assessment  covering 
all  factors  involved  in  the  permitting  process. 

6.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  23  of  letter  35. 

7.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  35. 

8.  The  RMP  recognizes  the  need  for  more  management  attention  in 
the  Hartman  Rocks  area.  The  interest  shown  by  the  City,  County, 
local  homeowners  and  various  interest  groups  puts  an  even  higher 
priority  on  coordinated  action.  We  are  going  to  leave  the  area  in 
the  ERMA  in  the  PRMP,  and  attempt  to  secure  funding  to  better 
manage  the  AREA,  rather  than  designate  the  area  as  a  SRMA. 

9.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  23  of  letter  38.  The  factors 
mentioned  in  the  comment  would  be  considered  during  any 
analysis  of  proposals  to  introduce  moose  on  public  lands. 

10.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  6  of  letter  63.  In  addition, 
we  would  solicit  input  from  Crested  Butte  and  other  entities 
regarding  facilities  and  improvements  that  would  be  proposed. 

11.  If  any  part  of  the  subject  proposed  project,  or  associated  facilities, 
affects  BLM  managed  lands,  this  agency  would  respond  according 
to  set  policies  and  procedures,  usually  upon  application  to  use 
public  lands. 

1  2.  The  subject  haul  route  alternatives  would  be  completed  during  the 
Environmental  Analysis  stage  after  the  DOE  applies  for  a  right-of- 
way.  The  BLMs'  sage  grouse  guidelines  would  be  considered 
during  the  analysis. 
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While  the  Preferred  Alternative  lessens  the  acreage  proposed 
for  Class  IV  from  current  management  levels,  it  would  allow  sose 
39  percent  of  this  planning  area  to  be  set  aside  for  "major 
modifications  of  the  characteristic  landscape"  from 
". . .activities  (which)  may  dominate  the  landscape  and  be  the 
major  focus  of  viewer  attention."  This  conf  1 icts  with  the 
Draft's  own  statement  (page  2-35)  that,  "The  demand  for 
undisturbed  or  minimally  disturbed  visual  resources  in  the 
planning  area  la  moderate  to  high.  Most  recreationlsts  come  to 
the  planning  area  to  experience  the  natural  settings  and  scenery 
of   the   southern  Rockies." 

Specific  landmarks  and/or  management  activities  upon  which 
these  visual  inventories  have  been  made  are  not  clear;  we  would 
suggest  that  further  analysis  refer  to  recognized  visual 
qualities  within  certain  management  units,  particularly 
evaluating  travel  routes,  public  areas,  recreational  trails  and 
residential,  resort  or  other  recreational  facilities  from  which 
management    activities   would  be   visible. 

The  disparity  in  total  acreages  included  in  the  visual 
classification  portion  of  Table  S-l  (615,012  for  Alternative  D, 
585, 012  for  all  other  alternatives)  leaves  some  question  about 
actual    acreages  proposed    for    individual   classifications. 


Additionally,    we  offer   the    following  comments   and   questions: 

--Criteria  should  be  identified  for  determining  how  riparian 
and  wildlife  values  will  be  improved  by  logging  activities  (page 
3-103),    and   so  allow  commercial    timber  harvesting    in   those   areas. 

--What  are  threshold  points  to  determine  when  recreational 
use  levels--both  commercial  and  private/non-comjnercial--will 
require  permitting  and  mitigation  and/or  have  caused  "adverse 
environmental  impacts"  within  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  SRMA 
(page    3-113)? 

--Further  evaluation  should  occur  of  "remainders  of  public 
lands"  which  are  proposed  to  be  left  open  for  motorized  vehicular 
use;  additional  analysis  should  incorporate  consideration  of 
seasonal  and  year-long  limitations  for  certain  areas,  addressing 
long-term  (beyond  the  10-12  year  life  of  this  plan)  projected 
traffic  volumes  and  types  of  vehicle  use,  existing  and  projected 
road    locations,    conditions   and   capacities. 

The    potential    destructive    impacts    of    off-road  vehicles    are 

well-known.        No   area    should    be    open    to   ORV's    until  studies   have 

been    made     to     insure     that     the     anticipated     impacts  will     not    be 

significant.        An    assumption    of    no    resource    damage  in    unstudied 


13.  The  objectives  of  Alternative  D  warranted  the  no  surface 
occupancy  stipulations  for  identified  lambing  areas  mentioned  in 
the  comment.  The  objectives  of  Alternative  E,  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  in  the  judgement  of  BLM,  do  not.  If  oil  and  gas  activity 
occurs  in  an  identified  lambing  area,  the  oil  and  gas  lease 
procedures  would  permit  BLM  to  impose  up  to  a  60-day  delay  for 
protection  of  lambing  bighorn  sheep. 

14.  The  BLM  estimates  of  use  by  activity  that  you  refer  to  are 
generally  based  on  our  best  estimates  from  observations  over  time, 
patrols,  or  from  visitor  contact.  In  the  case  of  mountain  bike  use, 
we  are  certain  that  some  areas  currently  get  more  than  a  low  level 
of  use  (e.g.  Hartman's  Rocks)  but  the  general  trend  on  most  BLM 
lands  in  the  ERMA  (460,000  acres)  is  low  use  by  mountain  bikers. 
At  the  same  time  we  feel  that  the  potential  for  mountain  bike  use 
in  the  ERMA  is  moderate  to  high.  There  are  hundreds  of  miles  of 
roads,  two  tracks  and  trails  in  the  ERMA  available  to  mountain  bike 
users.  The  BLM  is  certainly  willing  to  work  with  the  mountain  bike 
community  to  identify  routes  they  feel  would  be  attractive  rides, 
and  promote  these  routes  in  informational  brochures.  Please  also 
see  the  response  to  comments  4  and  5  of  letter  63. 

Regarding  0HV  demand  and  use,  there  are  also  some  areas  that 
get  substantial  use,  but  the  ERMA  as  a  whole  is  not  heavily  used 
by  OHV  recreationists.  Vehicles  are  also  used  by  a  wide  variety  of 
other  recreationists,  such  as  hunters,  fishermen,  and  sightseers. 
Although  BLM  considers  these  as  two  different  categories  of 
recreation  users,  the  road  and  trail  systems  on  public  lands  are 
managed  for  all  the  users  of  public  land,  the  variety  of 
conveyances  they  use,  the  recreation  opportunities  available,  and 
the  variety  of  experiences  they  seek. 


1  5.  Riparian  areas  that  would  be  intensively  managed  in  one  alternative 
or  another  are  identified  on  alternative  maps.  Our  mapping  scale 
does  not  permit  the  display  of  all  riparian  zones  in  our  GIS  data 
base. 
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i  areas  is  irresponsible.  Potential  damage  created  by  overuse, 
and/or  seasonal  misuse  because  vast  areas  have  not  been 
adequately  reviewed  for  physical  1  imitations  benefits  no  user, 
including  those  whose  main  interests  are  in  off-road  vehicles. 

--Table  2-1  should  be  updated  to  reflect  1990  Bureau  of 
Census  figures  which  may  skew  other  stat  istical  assumptions 
within  this  Draft.  Attached  to  these  comments  is  information 
extrapolated  from  current  Bureau  data,  which  may  be  helpful  to 
you  in  making  these  corrections. 

— The  Hartman  Rocks  area  has  received  much  attention  by  the 
City  of  Gunnison  and  Gunnison  County  and  nearby  residents 
particularly  within  the  past  few  months;  this  Is  an  area  which 
clearly  qualifies  for  designation  as  a  Special  Recreation 
Management  Area.  The  area  is  heavily  used  by  users  who  are  often 
in  conflict  with  each  other;  because  of  the  volume  of  use,  and 
the  different  types  of  uses,  safety  Is  an  issue,  and  adverse 
impact  to  area  resources  has  been  significant. 

In  addition  to  meeting  these  criteria,  management  of  the 
area  as  an  SRMA  in  concert  with  local  government  and  private 
efforts  would  set  a  desirable  and  practical  precedent  for 
interjurisdictional  land  use  administration  and  development. 

--On  what  bases  will  the  introduction  of  moose  be  considered 
in  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  SRMA?  On  what  basis  has  this 
issue  been  included  in  the  Draft?  Analysis,  if  authorized, 
should  obviously  include  assessment  of  this  new  population  or. 
private-land  ranching  activities  and  on  other  existing  wildlife 
populations. 

--Inclusion  of  a  developed  campground  in  the  Slate  River 
area  would  undoubtedly  be  welcomed  by  users  and  non-users  alike. 
We  would  recommend  that  the  BUI  meet  with  Town  of  Crested  Butte 
officials  to  determine  how  facilities  might  best  be  designed  to 
meet  area  demands. 

--Potential  development  of  the  Rocky  Point  pumped  back 
storage  project  should  be  referenced  in  this  docunent , 
particularly  in  light  of  transmission  line  corridor  impacts  on 
private  and  public  lands. 

--Have  the  U.S.  Department  of  Energy's  haul  route 
alternatives  for  the  Uranium  Mill  Tailings  Remedial  Action 
Program  been  considerations  in  the  evaluation  of  sagegrcuse 
habitat  and  population  expansion  in  the  management  units  south  of 
the  City  of  Gunnison? 

— The  No  Surface  Occupancy  Stipulation  protecting  1  anting 
areas  for  bighorn  sheep  in  areas  open  to  future  oil  and  gas 
leasing  should  be  included  in  the  Preferred  Alternative.   This 


1  6.  BLM  assesses  a  5C/cubic  yard  reclamation  fee  on  each  cubic  yard 
of  gravel  sold  from  the  community  pit;  this  fee  goes  into  an 
account  to  be  used  by  BLM  to  reclaim  the  pit  area  when  the 
reserves  of  gravel  are  depleted. 

The  disposal  of  mineral  materials  (sand  and  gravel)  is  a 
discretionary  action  and  would  be  permitted  on  a  case-by-case 
basis  on  666,530  acres  of  public  lands  Resource  Area  (92%  of  the 
Federal  mineral  estate  in  the  planning  area);  any  approval  granted 
for  the  removal  of  mineral  materials  would  be  subject  to  protective 
stipulations  identified  in  a  site-specific  environmental  analysis. 

17.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1  5  of  letter  35. 

18.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comment  33  of  letter  38,  and  2,  3, 
and  4,  of  letter  50. 

19.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  35. 

20.  The  1  5%  increase  estimate  over  current  funding  to  implement  any 
of  the  alternatives  is  an  assumption  arrived  at  by  the  planning 
team,  and  the  economist  on  the  team.  Please  also  see  the 
response  to  comment  9  of  letter  35. 

21.  Coordination  with  Gunnison  County,  and  applicable  municipal 
governments,  would  occur  in  regard  to  the  request  in  the 
comment. 
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additional  stipulation  appears  to  complement  a  separate 
stipulation  protect  ing  bighorn  sheep  and  their  habitat  (which  is 
included  in  the  Preferred  Alternative). 

--Table  2-27  lists  mountain  biking  demands  in  the  Gunnison 
ERMA  as  "low."  Consistently  over  the  past  couple  of  years, 
mountain  bikers  have  told  us  that  use  in  the  area,  particularly 
in  the  Hartman  Rocks  area  is  substantial ,  and  would  increase  if 
more  terrain  were  accessible.  Nearly  twelve  years  ago,  a 
recreational  study  conducted  by  Harvard  University  identified  the 
potential  for  this  kind  of  use  in  this  area. 

OHV  demand  is  also  listed  as  "low  to  moderate, "  when  use 
appears  to  be  greater  than  this  indicates.  User  numbers  may  have 
increased  since  uses  were  surveyed. 

--Identified  riparian  areas  should  be  included  on  maps. 

--A  question  was  raised  by  the  County  Planning  Commission 
concerning  reclamation  of  the  "community  gravel  pit"  west  of  the 
City  of  Gunnison.  Is  reclamation  planned?  Required? 
Consideration  might  also  be  given  to  allowing  grave]  removal  from 
areas  where  it  has  been  deposited  by  erosion. 

— Identification  of  hazard  areas — specifically  of  abandoned 
mine  shafts--and  including  them  on  maps,  would  be  in  the  interest 
of  public  safety,  particularly  in  light  of  projected  increases  in 
recreational  use  of  this  relatively  unmonitored  land. 

--The  rate  at  which  Allotment  Management  Plans  have  been 
completed  (28  of  146  in  the  basin)  raises  questions  of  whether  or 
not  there  is  adequate  funding  to  provide  staff  hours  to  devise 
plans  and  monitor  results.  Lack  of  completion  of  these  AMP 
jeopardizes  both  the  individual  rancher  and  the  basin ' s  ranching 
industry,  which  is  a  major  economic  player  in  this  community. 
Has  a  realistic  timetable  for  changes,  revisions  and 
implementation  been  devised  so  that  these  can  be  completed? 
Given  the  reality  of  variable  funding  for  the  agency,  is  this  a 
realistic  program? 

--Grazing  figures  should  be  updated  to  1990  levels. 

--How  was  a  fifteen  percent  increase  across-the-board  for 
implementation  of  any  alternative  determined?  This  seems  to  be 
in  some  conflict  with  an  earlier  statement  (page  3-3)  noting 
that  Maximum  Resource  Enhancement  and  Maximum  Production 
Enhancement  Alternatives  were  not  analyzed  because,  "...it  is  not 
practical  to  develop  land  use  decisions  and  allocations  based  on 
what  funds  might  or  might  not  be  available." 

While  this  ideally  is  true,  alternative  cost  allocation  for 
capital  improvements,  maintenance,  evaluation  of  new  programs  and 
monitoring  of  existing  ones  must  be  part  of  the  determination  of 
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|  may  impact,  or  be  impacted  by,  other  development  on  private  land. 
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The  Board  also  refers  to  the  Gunnison  County  Stockgrowers 
Association  letter  of  May  20,  and  to  the  High  Country  Citizens' 
Alliance  letter  of  June  12,  which  raise  quest! 
vital  issues  of  importance  to  citizens  of  this  County 
your  careful   review  and  consideration  of  the  cor 
recommendations  submitted  by  both  these  groups. 

Again,  we  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and 
comment,  on  this  Draft,  and  look  forward  to  working  with  you  as 
you  continue  th<  process  of  revision  and  implementation. 

Most  sincerely, 


Gunnison, -County  Board  of  Commissioners 


r-Z^J&L 


\ 


Fred  Field,  Chairman^ 
Mario  Petri,  Vice  Chairman 


R.A.  Eantarelli,  Commissioner 


^Mty.    E  //<///< jf/i    Sc    iy6<:  ///Jf/i 
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TrilFAB  0071 


June   20,    1991 

VIA  FEDERAL  EXPRESS 

Mr.  Bill  Boitomly 

RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau    of   Land    Management 

2505    South    TownsenJ    Avenue 

Montrose.  CO     81401 

Re:      COMMENTS  to  Draft  Gunnison  Resource  Management 

Plan/Environmental    Impact    Statement    on    behalf   of    Mr.    Lamar 
Korsworthy   and    Mr.    Stan   Whinnery 

Dear  Mr    Bottomly: 

On  behalf  of  Mr.   Lamar  Norsworlhy  of  the  Trout  Creek   Ranch  and   Mr.   Stan 
Whinnery    of    Whinnery    Ranches    (permittees),    this    letter    offers    comments 
to   the    Draft   Gunnison    Resource    Management    Plan/Environmental    Impact 
Statement  (DRMI7L1S).     Although  the  comment  period  on  the   DRMP/EIS 
enJed   June    17,    1991.  you    staled   in   a   telephone   conversation   with    me   on 
June   17.   1991.  that  you  would  accept  my  comments  to  the  DRMP/EIS  if 
received  no  later  than  June  21,   1991.     On  behalf  of  the  above  named 
permittees,  thank  you  for  your  verbal  extension   of  time  and   for  the 
opportunity   to  comment   on   the   Gunnison   Draft   Resource   Management   Plan 
and    Environmental    Impact    Statement. 

Mr.    Lamar   Korsworthy   and    Mr    Stan    Whinnery    are    livestock   operators   with 
grazing   permits   and    leases    in    the    Gunnison   Resource   Area.      Mr.    Korsworthy 
owns  or  leases  grazing  rights  in   Bureau  of  Land   Management  (BLM) 
allotments   6105,  6107  and   6103.      Mr.   Norsworthy   uses   these   leases  and 
permits  in  his  cattle  operation.     Mr.  Whinnery  owns  or  leases  grazing  rights 
in   BLM  allotments  6011.  6120.  6130.  6131.  6132,  6502,  6033.  and  6034. 
Mr    Whinnery  is  dependent  upon  the   use  of  his  allotments  for  both  his 
cattle   and   sheep  operations.      Without   (he   full   and   unencumbered   use  of 
these   allotments,    n c i .  1  ■  e r    permntee    would   own   a   viable   ranch    operation. 


Responses  to  letter  82 

1 .  Please  see  the  comments  and  responses  to  letter  76.  As  a  result 
of  public  input  and  internal  review,  prescriptions  for  units  1 ,  2,  5, 
and  16  in  Chapter  Four  of  the  PRMP  contain  additional  language 
addressing  livestock  grazing  management.  Although  one  or  several 
uses  or  resources  would  be  specifically  managed  for  in  some  units, 
the  resources  would  not  be  managed  to  the  exclusion  of  all  other 
uses,  and  use  of  lands  for  a  single  purpose,  unless  specifically 
allocated,  is  neither  implied  nor  intended  in  any  of  the 
prescriptions. 

2.  Please  refer  to  the  Wildlife  Habitat  Management  and  Livestock 
Grazing  Management  sections  in  Standard  Management  for  the 
PRMP,  Chapter  Four,  for  clarification  regarding  allocation  of  new 
available  forage. 

3.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comments  11,  15,  16,  and  20  of 
letter  38,  regarding  carrying  capacities  and  the  relationship 
between  CDOW  and  BLM  regarding  requests  for  reductions  in 
population  numbers.  Also,  please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment 
13  of  letter  50  for  information  regarding  the  manner  in  which  elk 
population  estimates  are  calculated  during  the  year.  Since  1983 
the  CDOW  has  been  trying  to  hold  elk  numbers  down  to  their  long 
range  herd  goal  of  9,000. 

Recommendations  were  made  in  the  DRMP  to  hold  game 
populations  within  habitat  carrying  capacity  on  public  lands  (please 
see  Table  A-3,  page  A-1,  in  the  DRMP).  As  a  result  of  our 
monitoring  studies,  our  primary  concerns  are  with  the  long  range 
herd  goals  for  deer.  In  Table  A-3,  page  A-1 ,  in  the  DRMP.  The  BLM 
recommends  lower  interim  herd  goals  for  deer  until  shrub 
production  and  vigor  increases.  Please  also  see  Appendix  A  in  the 
PRMP. 
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The   Draft   Gunnison   RMP/EIS   will  dramatically   affect   (he    livestock 
operations  of  these  permittees.     In  general,  the  DRMP/E1S  (1)  includes 
severe  grazing   restrictions  on  the  use  of  the  permittees'  grazing  allotments; 
(2)  places  permittees  grazing  allotments  in   the  "1"  category  without  firs! 
obtaining  the   scientific  or  monitoring  dau  necessary  to   support   the 
classifications:   (3)   proposes  illogical   riparian   mitigation    techniques   that 
focus   on   eliminating   livestock   use  rather   than   repairing  deteriorated   areas; 
(4)   defines   certain   streams  as  embodying  potential    riparian   areas   even 
though   those  streams  may  fall  outside  of  the  definition  of  a  riparian  area 
promulgated   by    the    Director,   BLM;   (5)   restricts   and   reduces   domestic 
sheep   grazing    numbers   based   on   an   unsupported    theory    that   domestic 
sheep  can  cause  disease  in  Big  Horn  sheep;  (6)  claims  that  the  prairie  dog  is 
an   "uncommon"   species   even   though   the  Gunnison    Area   boasts    historic 
black    fooled  ferret  habitat   including  the  main   ferret   food   source,   the 
prairie    dog;    (7)    severely   restrict    mineral   development;    (8)    supports    an 
increase   in   wildlife   populations  even   though   wildlife   habitat   in   the 
Gunnison  Resource  Area  is  in  poor  condition,  often  due  to  over  sue  by 
wildlife;   and  (9)  proposed  to  acquire  additional   access   into  certain  areas  to 
the   detriment   of  the   permittees'   property  interest   in   those   areas.      The 
implementation   of  these  restrictions  will  have   a  devastating   affect   on    ihe 
ability   of  area  permittees  and   lessees,  including   Mr.   Norsworthy   and    Mr 
Whinnery.    to    utilize   their   grazing   allotments    and    to  quietly   enjoy    their 
private    property,   rights   and   livestock    operations.      It   is    with    this   concern 
that   Mr.  Norsworthy   and   Mr.  Whinnery  offer  the   following  comments; 

I.         Management   for  Recreation   and  Wildlife   Values   Cannot   Dominate 
Livestock  Grazing  and  Other  Multiple  Use  Values 

Although  the  BLM  professes  to  follow  the  principal  of  multiple   use  in 
writing   its   DRMP/EIS,   there  are   numerous  portions   of  the  document   that 
do  not  reflect  that  commitment.     The  Gunnison   DRMP/EIS  defines  "multiple 
use"  as: 

Management   of  the   various   surface   and    subsurface    resources 
so  that  they  are  jointly  utilized  in  the  manner  that  will  best 
meet   the  present  and  future  needs  of  the   public,   without 


4  and  5.  Several  studies  document  the  problems  that  occur  to  bighorn 
sheep  when  domestic  sheep  are  grazed  in  the  same  area.  In 
addition  to  the  studies  referenced  in  the  response  to  comment  38 
of  letter  50,  we  also  have  several  additional  studies  conducted 
from  1982  to  1991  that  were  published  in  The  Journal  of 
American  Veterinary  Medical  Association,  Journal  of  Wildlife 
Diseases,  that  show  the  problem  when  domestic  livestock  are 
intermingled  with  bighorn  sheep.  Beside  disease  related  problems, 
other  areas  of  concern  when  managing  for  bighorn  and  domestic 
livestock  occur  in  the  utilization  of  forage,  wild  sheep  and  habitat 
displacement,  and  interbreeding. 

Also,  the  recommendations  in  the  DRMP  and  PRMP  to  eliminate 
domestic  sheep  grazing  were  made  after  a  thorough  consideration 
of  all  values  involved. 

Rather  that  attempting  to  create  a  40%  increase  in  recreation  use 
in  the  Planning  Area  over  the  life  of  the  plan  in  the  Preferred 
Alternative,  BLM,  through  the  RMP,  is  responding  to  the  increases 
in  expected  recreation  use  as  a  result  of  improvements  and 
increases  in  nearby  facilities,  regional  and  local  marketing,  and 
natural  population  growths. 

6.  Allotment  categorization  is  based  on  application  of  established 
criteria  for  conditions  existing  at  the  time  of  application.  Please  see 
the  Livestock  Grazing  Management  section  of  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  in  Chapter  Four,  in  the  PRMP,  for  information 
regarding  evaluation  of  categorization.  Please  also  not  that 
application  of  some  portions  of  the  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT 
section  for  grazing  would  not  apply  to  M  or  C  Allotments. 


7.  Please  see  the  revised  Livestock  Grazing  Management  section  of 
STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  for  flexibility  in  the  implementation  of 
grazing  recommendations  in  I  Allotments. 


Mr.  Bill  Boilomly 
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permanent   impairment  of   the  productivity  of  Ihe   land    or 
quality   of   Ihe   environment. 

RMP/EIS  at  Glossary  -  6. 

Although   multiple  use  does  not  mean  that  every  use  must  be   present  on 
every   acre,   it  does  mean  that  each  acre  should  be  evaluated   to  determine 
its  highest  and  best  use  so  that  that  use  will  be  made  on  that  acre.     With 
the  multiple  use  definition  in  mind,  the  BLM  should  reconsider  its 
DRMP/EIS  decisions  with  regard  to  the  following: 


I.        The  BLM  DRMP/EIS  divides  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  into 
management  units.     Each   management  unit  has  a  specific   use  or 
purpose   which   will   dominate  all  other  multiple  uses.     In  each 
management   unit,   should   a  legitimate   multiple  use  conflict   with   the 
dominant  use  of  the  area,  that   legitimate  use  would  be   modified   or 
possibly  restricted.     DRMP/EIS  at  3-2. 

The   restriction   of  legitimate   multiple   uses  greatly  concerns   Mr. 
Norsworthy  and   Mr.   Whinnery.      For  example,  both   permittees   have 
livestock    grazing    allotments    in    management    unit    marked    "El;"    Mr 
Whinnery   has   grazing   allotments   located   in   management    units   E-5 
and   E-16   and   Mr.    Norsworthy  has  grazing  allotments   located   adjacent 
into  management   unit   E-2.     When  originally  established   as   for 
livestock   grazing   the   BLM  determined   that  those   locations  are 
suitable  for  livestock  grazing.     However,  the  Gunnison   DRMP/EIS 
statement  of  dominant  uses  in  management  units  El,   E-2.  E-5,  and 
E-16  do  tot   include  livestock  grazing.     Therefore,   under   the  Gunnison 
DRMP,  should  livestock  grazing  in  the  BLM  allotments  located  in 
those  units  conflict  with   the  dominant  use  of  wildlife  or  recreation, 
livestock  grazing  would   suffer.     Again,  for  grazing  allotments  to  be 
established   in   these    locations,   (he   BLM   had   to  make   the 
determination   that    these    lands    were    suitable    for   such    grazing.      The 
Gunnison   DRMP  now  plans  to  restrict   that  grazing  use.     The 
permittees    request    that    the    dominate    use   of   management    areas    E-l. 
E-2,  E-5  and  E-16  be  altered  to  include  livestock  grazing. 

2.        Wildlife   use   also  dominates  over  livestock   grazing   during   the 
allocation  of  new  forage.     BLM  policy  and  regulations  have  long 
mandated    that    those    entities    or    groups    who   expend    the    energy    and 


8.  Please  see  the  response  to  comments  2,  3,  and  4  of  letter  50,  and 
6  of  letter  69. 

9.  Minimum  stubble  heights  and  ranges  for  percent  of  forage 
utilization  in  riparian  areas  are  recommended  to  help  improve 
resource  conditions,  including  for  forage,  in  these  areas.  Please 
refer  to  in  the  Livestock  Grazing  Management  section  of 
STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  in  Chapter  Four  of  the  PRMP  for 
information  regarding  implementation  of  minimum  stubble  heights 
and  percent  of  utilization,  and  flexibility  in  this  implementation. 
Please  also  see  the  revised  subsection  titled  "Monitoring  and 
Range  Readiness"  in  the  section  referenced  above  in  this  comment 
for  recommendations  regarding  trend  studies  and  the  application 
of  these  and  other  data  to  livestock  grazing  management. 

10.  Please  see  the  response  immediately  above. 

11.  Adjustments,  such  as  reducing  AUMs  in  an  Allotment,  would  be 
made  only  if  other  solutions  would  not  be  successful  in  achieving 
the  objectives  in  a  particular  management  unit  or  area. 

12.  As  a  result  of  this  and  similar  comments,  and  internal  review,  the 
Wildlife  Habitat  Management  section  of  STANDARD 
MANAGEMENT  has  been  revised  in  the  PRMP  to  address  habitat 
conditions  and  proper  use  levels  by  wildlife.  Please  see  the 
response  to  comment  9  of  this  letter  regarding  implementing 
grazing  recommendations.. 

1 3.  The  definition  of  riparian  areas  in  the  DRMP  was  stated  as  such  to 
explain  and  define  the  areas  that  are  considered  riparian  areas.  The 
definition  of  riparian  areas  is  from  the  Bureau  Manual  1737  - 
Riparian  and  Wetland  Area  Management. 
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effort  to  create  additional  forage  on  the  federal  lands  will  be  allowed 
to  utilize  that  additional  forage.     For  example,  if  a  rancher  completes 
a   seeding  or  brush   treatment   project  or  builds  additional    water 
ponds  or  tanks  on  his  allotment,  the  current  BLM  policy  and 
regulations  would   allow   the   rancher  to  utilize  the   additional   forage 
created  by  his  actions  for  livestock  grazing. 

However,  the  DRMP  changes  this  long  standing  policy  by  directing 
that  additional   forage   shall   first  go  to  satisfy   watershed  objectives 
then  shall  be  divided  between   wildlife  and  livestock  use.     RMP/EIS  at 
3-105.     The  BLM   DRMP/EIS   takes  all  incentive  away  from  ranchers, 
wildlife   support   groups,   recreation   groups  or  others   to  expend   time, 
funding  and  effort  to  create   additional  forage  on  the   federal   lands. 
Once  it  is  learned   that  benefactors  no  longer  have  the  assurance  that 
the  forage  increased  by   their  efforts  will  be  used  in  >  manner 
consistent  with  their  objectives,  there  will  be  no  reason   for 
individuals  or  groups   to  invest  in  the  federal  lands       The  permittees 
request  that   the   BLM   follow   their   long   standing  policy  of  giving 
additional   forage   to  those   who  develop  that   forage. 

3.         The    DRMP/EIS   contains   conflicting   goals   and    statements 
regarding    wildlife    population    goals   and   the   condition    of  wildlife 
habitat.     The  BLM   DRMP/EIS  admits  that  wildlife  habitat  many  parts 
of  the  Gunnison  area  is  in  fair  to  poor  condition.     DRMP/EIS  at  2-24, 
2-26.     In  describing  the   condition  of  this  habitat,  the  Gunnison 
DRMP/EIS   states  that   the   condition  of  winter  browse   is  decreasing, 
riparian   areas   are   overused,   sagebrush   in   some   areas   is  decreasing 
from  overgrazing,  and   much  of  the  forage  is  suffering  from  low  plant 
vigor.     DRMP/EIS  at  2-24. 

However,  instead  of  requesting  that  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 
(CDOW)  permanently   decrease   wildlife   numbers  to  protect   the 
remaining  wildlife  habitat,   the   BLM   DRMP/EIS  blindly  adopts  the 
CDOW  goals  for  wildlife  population  numbers.     DRMP/EIS  at  2-24.  2- 
26.     At  best  the  BLM  will  only  request  temporary   reductions   in 
wildlife   populations   to  revive   the   habitat.      DRMP/EIS   at   3  104.     The 
BLM  the  states  that  it  will   support  wildlife  populations  increases  to 
current    resource    damaging    levels. 


14.  The  language  on  page  3-103  in  the  Riparian  Zones  section  of 
Standard  Management  for  the  Preferred  Alternative  regarding 
water  source  developments  means  that,  in  riparian  areas, 
modifications  or  relocations  would  be  required,  if  the  usage  of 
these  developments  results  in  riparian  hydrologic  conditions  being 
negatively  impacted.  Actual  fencing  of  livestock  water 
developments,  such  that  livestock  are  not  permitted  access  to 
these  developments,  is  not  a  mitigation  measure  contained  or 
implied  in  the  Riparian  Zones  section,  page  3-103.  Please  refer  to 
the  response  to  comments  4  and  7  of  letter  38  for  more 
information  on  impacts  in  riparian  areas.  In  keeping  with  the  intent 
of  the  introductory  sentence  in  the  Riparian  Zones  section,  page  3- 
103,  recreation  use,  wildlife  use,  road  construction  and 
maintenance,  timber  harvesting,  and  any  other  activity  occurring 
in  these  important  areas  would  be  controlled  if  damage  results  to 
riparian  values,  including  vegetation,  soils,  or  water. 

15.  The  BLM  would  follow  all  applicable  laws,  policies,  and  regulations 
when  acquiring  any  access  or  easement. 

16.  The  purpose  of  the  sensitive  species  program  on  BLM  managed 
lands  in  Colorado  is  to  ensure  that  authorized  actions  on  public 
lands  do  not  contribute  to  the  need  to  list  an  animal  or  plant 
species  as  threatened  or  endangered.  The  butterfly  species  named 
in  the  comment  was  listed  as  endangered  by  the  USF&WS  on  June 
24,  1991.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  9  for 
more  information.  The  BLM  is  obligated  to  manage  all  uses  on 
public  lands  in  order  to  comply  with  all  applicable  laws  and  policies 
regarding  these  special  status  species,  regardless  of  the  program 
or  use  that  could  potentially  impact  these  species. 
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Because  of  the  condition  of  the  resource  and  the   increasing  wildlife 
population  numbers,  in  reality  the  BLM  will   be  forced  to  (1)  allow 
the   habitat    to  continue   to  deteriorate   or  (2)   remove    livestock   to   allow 
room   for   increasing  wildlife.     The   first  option   of  allowing  continued 
habitat  deterioration   directly  conflicts  with   the   BLM's   mandate  to 
ca/e   for  the  range  resource.     In  the  alternative,   the  second  option, 
decreasing   livestock  use  of  the  resource   to  allow  for  expanding 
wildlife    populations,   will    QflJ.  to  produce   the  desired   results  of 
increased    habitat   for   wildlife,  especially   deer   and   antelope   either. 
According  to  most  experts,  deer  and  antelope  do  not  compete  for  the 
same  forage   as  livestock  except  foi  a  few  weeks  in   the  spring.     Deer 
and  antelope  eat  forbs  while  livestock  eat   grasses.      Therefore, 
removing    all    livestock   grazing   from  the   area   will    not   result   in 
increased  wildlife  habitat  for  these  species.     (It  should   also  be  noted 
that  if  livestock  grazing  allotments  were  in   the  poor  condition  of  the 
wildlife    habitat  described  above,   livestock   grazing   would   be 
eliminated  or  severely  restricted   from  those   allotments.      If  the  BLM 
were   interested  in   t.ue   multiple   use,  the   BLM   would   require  these 
same  restrictions  on  the  CDOW.) 

4.        As  described  above,  livestock   grazing   has   received   less  than 
equal  ueatment  in  the  BLM  DRMP/EIS.     However,  even  worse 
treatment  is  given  to  owners  of  domestic   sheep  operations.     For 
example,   the    DRMP/EIS  cites   numerous   areas   where   domestic   sheep 
grazing  will  be  restricted  or  eliminated  in  favor  of  Big  Horn  sheep 
grazing.     This  is  true  even  in  areas  where  domestic   sheep  have 
traditionally   grazed   and   the   BLM   wants   to   introduce   or   augment   Big 
Horn  sheep  populations.     DRMP/EIS  2-25.     The   BLM  claims  that  the 
removal  of  domestic  sheep  is  necessary  to  protect   Big   Horn  sheep 
from  disease.     However,  the  BLM  does  not  offer  any  evidence  that 
domestic   sheep  cause  disease  in   Big  Horn  sheep.     Without  offering 
such  scientific  proof  of  the  assumed  disease  transfer,  the  BLM  should 
not  plan   to  reduce  domestic   sheep  grazing. 

Second,  the  BLM  reduction  of  domestic  sheep  in  favor  of  Big  Horn 
sheep  violates  all   multiple  use  mandates  described  above.      Domestic 
sheep  grazing  is  an  important  use  in  the  Gunnison  area  and  should  be 
on  equal  fooling  with  Big  Horn  sheep  use. 


17.  All  of  the  comments  we  received  on  the  DRMP  were  considered  in 
the  development  of  the  PRMP.  The  DRMP  or  the  PRMP  are  not 
decision  documents  that  can  be  appealed.  The  recommended 
decisions  or  actions  in  the  PRMP  can  be  protested  during  a  30-day 
period  following  publication,  however.  Protest  procedures  are 
located  at  the  front  of  the  PRMP.  Any  subsequent  decisions  that 
are  made  to  implement  ROD/RMP  recommendations  or  decisions 
can  be  appealed  also,  for  example,  proposed  rights-of-way  grants 
or  long-term  lease  applications,  adjustments  in  AUMs,  or  timber 
sales. 
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15.         Planning   a   40  percent   increase   in   recreation  use   while 

enforcing    a    decrease    in    mineral   development    and  merely    keeping    the 

status  quo  for  livestock   grazing  is  pot  an  example  of  equal   multiple 
use.     DRMP/EIS  at  3-106. 

II.       The  Decisions  Reducing  Livestock  in  the  Gunnison  Area  Use  Lack  a 
Legal,  Regulatory  or  Technical   Basts 

Pursuant   to   ihe   Federal   Land   Policy   and  Management   Act  (FLPMA)  and   the 
Taylor  Grazing   Act,  livestock   grazing  is  a  viable  and  legitimate   use  of  the 
federal   lands.      Upon  enactment   in    1936,  the   Taylor  Grazing   Act  directed 
the   BLM  to  consider  which  of  its  land  was  valuable  for  livestock   grazing 
purposes,    establish    grazing   districts    offer   grazing   permit    and    administer 
those  lands  for  the  purposes  of  livestock  grazing.     43  U.S.C.  6315.     The 
adoption  of  FLPMA   in    1976  did  not  change  that  mandate.     43  U.S.C.   81701 
(b). 

In   carrying   out    its   statutory    authority,   the   BLM   has   adopted   numerous 
regulations   and   policies   governing   livestock   grazing.      Those    regulations   and 
policies    include   a    requirement    that    the   agency   must  complete    three   lo   five 
years  of  range   or   resource   monitoring   studies   before   the   agency   can 
remove   or   reduce    livestock   grazing   on   an   allotment   and    that   the   agency 
must  have   accurate   scientific   or   technical  data  on  which   to  base   its 
decisions. 

However,  the  BLM  DRMP/EIS  does  noi  contain  the  scientific,  technical  or 
regulatory   basis   for  many  of  the  decisions  affecting  livestock   grazing.      For 
example,   Mr.    Norsworthy   has   grazing   permits   and   leases   for   allotments 
numbered  6103.  6105,  and  6107.     The   BLM  claims  that  each  of  these 
allotments    is   in    an    "Intensive"    management   "(1)"   category. 

There  are  several  reasons   that   the  "I"  category  is  of  concern  to  Mr. 
Norsworthy.     First,  the   BLM  has  placed  his  allotments   in  the   T  category 
without   proper   scientific    documentation.      For  example,    allotment    6105 
contains  a  total  of  5701    acres.     Of  the  acres  receiving  BLM  monitoring, 
3287  are  classified  as  in  "good"  range  condition.     The  remaining  7501   acres 
have   not  been   classified      The  allotment  contains  0  acres  with  a  range 
condition   rating  of  fair  or  poor,  yet   the  allotment  remains   in   the   "I" 
classification  category.     DRMP/EIS  at  B-7.     Certainly  the  range  condition  of 
those  acres  that   have   been   studied  do  not  justify  an   "I"  category. 
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Additionally  the  BLM  has  not  classified  the  remaining  acres,  therefore  does 
not  know  the  range  condition  of  those  acres.  Again,  the  BLM  does  not  have 
the   technical   basis  to  justify  an   T   classification   for  allotment   6105. 

The  same  problems  of  a  lack  of  technical  knowledge  exist  on   Mr. 
Nors worthy's  other  two  allotments.      Allotment   6103   contains    18,009  acres. 
Only  2,933  of  these  acres  have  received  technical   range  monitoring  and  of 
those  2,933  acres,  2,295  boast  a  good  or  fair  range  condition.     The 
remaining  acres  in  the  allotment  have  not   been  classified.     DRMP/EIS  at  B- 
7.     Allotment  6107  contains   109,851    acres.     Of  those  acres,  one-half  or 
59.917   acres   have  been   studied,   and   40.546   acres   boast   good   or   fair 
condition   ratings.      Again   the  remaining   acres   have   not  been   studied. 
DRMP/EIS  at  B-7.    Again,  the  BLM  does  not  have  the  scientific  data 
required   to  place   these   allotments   into   an    "I"   category   for   management 
purposes. 

Mr.   Whinnery's  allotments   suffer  from   the   same   lack   of  scientific  data  as 
do   Mr.   Norswonhy*s   allotments.      Mr.    Whinnery   owns   allotments    numbered 
6011.  6033.  6034,  6120,  6130,  6131,  6132  and  6502.     Of  these  eighl 
allotments,  five  are  in  an  "I"  category  and  three  are  in  a  custodial  or  **C 
category.     Again,  since   Ihe  majority  of  the   acreage  in   these  allotments  in 
unclassified  and  more  acreage  in  each   allotment  falls  into  the   "good"  or 
"fair"  range  condition  category,  the  BLM  does  not  have  the  technical  or 
monitoring  data   to  support   placing   these   allotments   into  these 
categorizations. 

The  permittees  are  concerned  with  the  incorrect  adoption  of  the  "I"  and  "C 
allotment   categories   for   several   reasons.      First,    these   categorizations   are 
simply  incorrect.     The   BLM  does  not  have  the  monitoring  or  technical  data 
to  support  these  categories,  therefore   it  should   not  claim  to  have   thai  data 
by   assigning   an   arbitrary   category   (o  each   allotment. 

Second,  allotments  in  the   T  and  "C"  categories  are  view  by   numerous 
environmental    groups   and   others   to   be    unfit   for   livestock   grazing. 
Therefore,  the  BLM  will  receive  pressure  from  these  groups  to  remove  or 
severely    restrict   livestock    grazing   from    these   allotments,   regardless   of   the 
true  condition  of  the  allotment.     The  "I"  categorization  can  also  be  used  as 
an   excuse   to  restrict   livestock   grazing,   when    such   restrictions   are   merely 
meant   to  harass   the  operator  rather  than   to   protect   the   allotment. 
Although   Mr.   Norsworthy   and  Mr.   Whinnery   are   not   alleging   that   they  are 
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receiving    Ihis    type   of   treatment,    they   are   concerned    that    the    inaccurate 
use   of  the  "1"  category   will   restrict  the  use  of  their   allotments   because  of 
the   categorization,   not   because    the   resource   it   in    unsatisfactory   condition. 

An   additional   problem   with   the   BLM   management   of  livestock    grazing  is 
its   attempt   to   "encourage"   permittees    to   sign    allotment    management   plans 
(AMPs).     The  DRMP/E1S  states  that  one  to  two  AMPs  will  be  completed 
each  year  and  that  early  turnout   of  livestock  will  be  prohibited   unless  the 
allotment  is  managed  by  an  AMP.     Because  the  BLM  regulations  do  NOT 
require   that  an  AMP  be  signed  by  the  permittee,  the  BLM  should  not  try  to 
"coerce"  permittees  to  enter   into  an  AMP  by  easing   the   grazing 
requirements   for   AMP  holders.      Even  if  each   permittee  honestly   wanted   an 
AMP.  the  BLM  plan  of  writing  one  to  two  AMPs  per  year  will  assure  a  long 
wait  for  plan  completion  given  the   number  of  AMP's   to  be  completed  by 
the  agency.     DRMP/EIS  at  3- 105. 

111.     The  Utilization  Standards  in   the  Gunnison  DRMP/EIS  should  be 

Revised   to   Reflect   the   Current   Slate  of  Scientific   Knowledge  regarding 
Plant  Use  and  Growth   and   should   Eliminate   the  Penalty  to  Livestock 
for  Wildlife  Uie 

Although  the  BLM  DRMP/EIS  does  not  plan  •  stated    decrease  in  livestock 
grazing,    the    plan    admits    that    adjustments    (decreases)   in    livestock    numbers 
will   be   required    to   satisfy   the    imposition   of  allotment   utilization   standards. 
DRMP/EIS  at  3  105.     Utilization   standards  axe  •  monitoring   tool  designed 
to   measure   the   percent   of  forage   that   has   been   consumed   by    livestock   or 
wildlife  during  a  specific  period   in   relation   to  the   total   growth  of  a  plant. 

The   BLM   DRMP/EIS  stales   thai   general   utilization   standards   of  "key 
species"  shall   be  40  percent   to  60  percent  by   weight  throughout  the 
growing  sejson.      In  riparian   most  areas,   utilization  shall   be   held   to  40 
percent  to  60  percent  of  the   current  year's   growth,   with   a   two   and   one- 
half   inch    minimum    stubble    height    maintained    throughout    the    growing 
season.     DRMP/EIS  al  3-105.      In   those  riparian   areas   located   in 
management   units    14    and    15.    the    utilization    standards   shall    be   40   percent 
to  60  percent  of  the  current   year's  growth,   with  a   minimum   stubble   height 
of  4  inches.     DRMP/EIS  it  3-128. 

There   are   numerous  legal   and   scientific   reasons   that   the   utilization 
standards   proposed   by   the    BLM   are   completely   unreasonable    and   will    act 
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only  as  a  tool   to  unnecessarily  limit  livestock  gracing.     First,  it  appears  as  if 
the    BLM    has    implemented    these    utilization    standards    to    describe    the 
health   of  the    allotment   and   to  ascertain   when   livestock    should   be   removed 
from   the   allotment.      However,  without   trend    studies,  the  use  of  any 
utilization    standards   in   ascertaining   the   health   of  the    allotment   is 
meaningless.      Utilization   studies  only   show   the   amount   of  the   forage  takea 
at  one  point   in   time.     Without  additional  uend  data,  there  can  be   no 
measure   of  the   condition  of  the  allotment  p.vej    timg.      Again,  allotment 
health    or   "resource   damage"  must   be   measured    over    lime    with   trend 
studies    and   cannot   be   ascertained    with   utilization    studies    alone. 

The   second   problem   with   the   imposition  of   these   utilization   standards   is 
thai   ihey   are   unrealistic   and  will  be   used  merely   as  a  tool   to  remove 
livestock   from  an  allotment  before  the  end  of  the  grazing  period.     The  BLM 
states    that    utilization    standards   will   be    between    40   percent    and   60  percent 
J.U       by   WC|gnt-      Therefore,   the  bulk  of  the   scientific   knowledge  recognizes  once 
a  grass   has   attained   seed  ripe,  it  can   sustain   between   50  percent   and   70 
percent    utilization   without   harm  to   its   health.      The   utilization    standards 
suggested   by   the   Gunnison   DRMP/EIS   should   consider   the   differences  in 
forage    strength    during   certain   growth   phases    and    revise    the    utilization 
standards   accordingly;   i.e.,   heavy   utilization   of  the   forage   after   seed   ripe 
should    be    acceptable. 

Third,   the   BLM   DRMP/EIS  suggests  tbat  reductions  in   livestock   grazing  wUl 
occur  in  order  to  reach  the  BLM's  utilization  goals.     However,  as  stated 
above   forage  can   sustain   heavy  utilization   at   certain   times   of  the   year 
without   damage   to  plan!  health.     Therefore,   if  the   BLM  was  concerned 
]|        about  the  health  of  the  allotment  only,  the   BLM  could  alter  grazing 

livestock    strategies,    by    implementing   rest    and    rotation    systems   or   altering 
on  and  off  dates,  in  order  to  protect  allotment  health   without     reducing 
livestock    numbers.     The  BLM  DRMP/EIS  should  recognize  that  altering 
grazing    strategies    can    substitute   for   livestock   reductions   in    protecting 
allotment    and    plant    health. 

The  fourth   problem   with   the   utilization  standards   in   the   DRMP/EIS  is  that 
lOB   lhc^  are  Cgrnulat'vg-      Cumulative   forage   utilization   standards   establish   the 
izl   amount  of  ose   that  both   livestock  and  wildlife  can  make  of  a  single  plant 
during   the   grazing   season.     For  the   livestock   industry,   this   means   that 
should    the   utilization   standards  for   a  key  species   in   an   allotment  be 
reached   because   of  a  consumption  of  forage   by   wildlife  before,    livestock 
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arc   allowed   to  enter  an  allotment,  the   livestock   will   be   removed   or  denied 
entrance   into   that   allotment.      In   other   words,   under   these    utilization 
standards,   once   (he   maximum   utilization   level   is   reached,   livestock    grazing 
will   no  longer  be  allowed,  regardless  of  the  length   of  time   that   livestock 
have  used   the   allotment  or  the  overall   health  of  the  allotment. 

Even  though   the   DRMP/EIS  claims  that  livestock   numbers   will   not   be 
reduced,   the    imposition   of  cumulative    utilization    standards    will    severely 
diminish   or   eliminate   livestock   grazing   in  allotments   heavily   used    by 
wildlife.      The  permittees  request  that  should  the  BLM  determine   that   the 
imposition    of  utilization   standards   is   necessary   to  protect   the   health   of 
grazing  plants,  those  standards  should  be  applied  pnly  to  livestock  use. 
Livestock  grazing  should  not  suffer  because  of  wildlife  overuse  on  an 
allotment. 

IV.      Riparian   Areas  should   be   Defined   and   Managed   Pursuant   to   the 
Bureau   of  Land   Management   Riparian   Area   Management    Policy 
Issued  January  22,   1987   by  the   Director,   Bureau  of  Land 
Management 

The  Gunnison   DRMP/EIS  defines  riparian  areas   as: 

Those   areas  that  are  adjacent  to  intfirmJtterU    and    perennial 
streams,   rivers,  springs,   bogs,   ponds,   lakes,   reservoirs,   and 
other  bodies  of  water.     These  areas  have  visible  vegetation  or 
physical    characteristics    reflective    of  permanent    ground    or 
surface   water  influence.     The  soil  moisture  regime  typical  of 
riparian   areas  is  responsible   for  the  much  higher  plant 
production   compared   to   surrounding   sites. 

DRMP/EIS  at  2-16.     Emphasis  added. 

This  definition  does  not  comply  with  the  National  BLM  riparian   area 
management   policy   issued   January   22,   1987   by   then-Director   Robert 
Burford.     This  policy,  which  has  not  been  repealed  or  amended,  sets   forth 
riparian  a  definition  of  riparian  areas  which  excludes   ephemeral    or 
intermittent   streams.     The  National  riparian  area  definition   states: 

Riparian  Area  -  an  area  of  land  directly  influenced  by 
permanent  water.  It  has  visibte  vegetation  or  physical 
characteristics   reflective   of  permanent    water    influence.     Lake 
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shores  and  stream  banks  are  typical  riparian   areas.      Excluded 
are    such    sites   as   ephemeral    streams  or   washes  that  do  not 
exhibit    the   presence   of   vegetation    dependent    upon    free    water 
in  the  soil. 

Bureau    of  Land    Management    Riparian    Area    Management 
Policy,  from  Robert  Burford,  Director,  Bureau   of  Land 
Management,   January    22,    1987.      Emphasis    added. 

Again,   this   Bureau   wide   riparian  definition  has   not  been   altered   or 
withdrawn.     The  Gunnison   Resource  Area  should   not   be  allowed   to  ignore 
this  direction   from   its  Washington   office  and   incorporate    its   own   definition 
of  a  riparian  area  in  the  DRMP/EIS. 

The   permittees   concern   over   the  definition  of   a   riparian    area    stems   from 
the   threat  to  livestock  grazing  once  a  riparian   area  is   named.      Although  the 
BLM   starts   to  outline   a  reasonable  plan   for  riparian   repair   based   on   an 
inventory   of  each   area   and    a   determination  regarding   the   cause   of  the 
riparian   deterioration,   once    that   cause   is   ascertained,   the    agency    reverts    to 
mitigation    measures   designed    to   reduce    livestock    grazing    rather    than    tailor 
the  repair  to  the  cause.     DRMP/EIS  at  3-103.     For  example,  suggested 
mitigation   measures   include   fencing   of  livestock    away   from   their   water 
source,  restriction   of  forage   utilization   levels  applied   only   to   livestock, 
closure   and  rehabilitation   of  roads  and   reclamation   of  disturbed   areas. 
DRMP/EIS  at   0-1.     Notably   absent  from  these   mitigation  measures  is  an 
attempt  to  control   wildlife  use  if  they  are  causing  riparian  damage  or  a 
relocation   of  campgrounds  or  other  recreation   facilities   if  the   location   of 
those   facilities  causes   undue   pressure  on   the  riparian   area.      The   permittees 
request    that    riparian    mitigation    measures   be    altered    to    reflect    riparian 
protection   from   ail  potential    sources   of  riparian   damage,    including 
recreation   and   wildlife   use   and   not   merely  select   those    mitigation 
measures   detrimentally   effecting    the   livestock    grazing. 

V.       Without   the  Proper  Controls  and   Protection   for  Wildlife  and 

livestock,  the  BLM  Should  Limit  its  Program  to  Create  or  Acquire 
Additional   Access 

The   DRMP/EIS   plans   several   additions   to  its  access   and   transportation 
system.     The  DRMP/EIS  states: 
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Public  access  would  be   acquired  inio  the  Devil's  CreVr  area   for 
recreation    management    and    administrative    access    would    be 
acquired   into   the   east-central   part   of  (he    unit   that   includes 
Yeager  Gulch   and   Skunk   and  Troul  Creeks  for  commercial 
forest   management.      Public   hiking   access   would  be    acquired 
into  the   Alpine  Gulch  drainage.     Public  access  would  be 
acquired  between   Lake   City   and  Trout  Creek   and  east  of 
Colorado  Highway    149,   for  recreation  access  to  public   lands 
within  and  adjacent  to   Management  Unit  E-2.     Public   access 
would  continue  to  be   acquired,   as   opportunities   arise,   to   BLM 
and   USFS   management   lands  between  Lake  City  and   Red  Bridge 
campground. 

DRMP/EIS  at  3112. 

Mr.    Norswonhy   and    Mr.   Whinncry   are   very   concerned   wiih   this   proposed 
access   proposal.      These   permittees   have  grazing   permits   and   leases   in   most 
of  these    areas   so   will    suffer   the   brunt  of  livestock   harassment,   resource 
deterioration    from    increased    recreation,   and    trespass       Additionally 
wildlife   will   suffer  from  increased   recreation  pressure.     The   BLM  does  not 
have   the    money   nor   the   personnel   to  patrol   these   areas   to  ensure   that 
private   property   such   as   livestock,   remain   safe.      Before   the   agency   pursues 
the  acquisition  of  access  into  these  areas,  the   BLM   should  complete  a 
takings    implication    assessment   pursuant   to   Executive   Order    12630   to 
ensure    that    private   property    and    private   property   rights    will    not    be 
affected. 

VI.      The  BLM  Sensitive  Species  Program  Should  Not  Act  as  a  "Defacto" 
Recovery   Program    under   the    Endangered    Species    Act 

The    DRMP/EIS    slates   that   three    listed   endangered    species   reside    within 
the   Gunnison   area.      These   three   species   have   been  duty   listed  ai 
threatened    or   endangered    species   pursuant   to    the    Endangered    Species    Act 
(ESA).      166  U.SC.  §1500.     Because  of  the  harsh  controls  placed  on  federal 
and   private   lands   from   the   protection   of  a   legally   listed   threatened   or 
endangered    species,   the    ESA    mandates   a  careful   and   lengthy   listing   process 
to   ensure    that    only    those    species   that   are    truly    threatened    or   endangered 
by   man's    activities   are   listed. 

The   BLM   Sensitive  Species  Program  acts  must  like  the  ESA  program,  but 
wiihou,!    the    procedural    safeguards    to   private    property   and    federal    land 
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use.      For   example,  even   though   the   Uncompahgre   friiillary   butterfly   is   not 
a    legally    listed    threatened   or   endangered    species,    livestock    (sheep)   grazing 
may    be    restricted    because    of   habitat    disturbance    and   trampling. 
DRMP/EIS  at  3-1 16.     In  other  words,  livestock   use  of  this  area  will  be 
severely    impacted,    without    offering    to   that    permittee   the    opportunity    for 
protection  of  the   ESA   process. 

Additionally,   the    DRMP/EIS   states   that   the   butterfly's  habitat   is   within   a 
heavily   used   recreation   area.      However,   recreation   use   is   not   restricted   or 
managed   to  protect   this   same   butterfly   habitat.      Certainly   if  the    BLM   were 
truly    interested    in   protecting   this    sensitive    species   habitat,    all    harmful    use 
of  the    habitat,    including   recreation,   would   be    managed. 

VII     Conclusion 

In   conclusion,    the    permittees   request   that   the   Gunnison   RMP    be   rewritten 
pursuant   to  the    legal   and   technical    standards  described   above.      This   second 
draft    should   be    resubmitted   to   the   public   for   additional   comment   before   it 
becomes   a    final,    appealable   document. 

Thank   you   for  consideration  of  these   comments   to  the   Draft   Gunnison 
RMP/E1S  and   for  granting  to  me  an  extension  of  time  to  file   these 
comments.      Although   these  comments   include   all   issues  of  concern   to  the 
permittees,    they    reserve    the    opportunity    to    amend    these    comments    as 
additional    information    becomes   available.      Should   yoo   have    any   questions, 
please   don't  hesitate   to  contact  me. 

Sincerely, 

DRAY.  MADISON  &  THOMSON.  PC 


KJB/sr 


Mr.    Stan    Whinncry 
Mr.    Lamar    Norswonhy 
Chris  Chella.  Esq. 
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Response  to  letter  83 

Thank  you  for  your  letter. 


June    12.    1991 


83 


Ur.  Barry  Totlefson.  Area  Manager 
Gunnison  Basin  Resource  Are* 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
216  North  Colorado  Street 
Gunnison,  CO  61230 

Dear  Mr   Tol let son. 


The  Colorado  Cattlemen's  Association  would  like  to  voice  our  support 
for  and  full  endorsement  of  the  comments  submitted  to  you  by  the  Gunnison 
County  Stockgrowers  Association  (GCSA)  regarding  the  BLM's  draft  Rmp/E IS 
for  the  Gunnison  Basin.  The  GCSA  spent  a  considerable  amount  of  tine 
thoroughly  reviewing  this  document  and  assessing  the  potential  impact  which 
it  could  have  on  local  livestock  producers. 


-We   wne 


nc+e 


f«py  n*    ThA  ^Tf^ 


for    the   opportunity   to  participate    in    this    review  pre 
Please     don't     hesitate  to     contact 


Thank  you  aga 
Please  don't 
questions   about   CCA's  posit 


office      if      you   should 
regards    to   this   document. 


~/'*«y,    L/fat/fjffi    tt    {y/. 


VS///J(  /l 


June    28,    1991 


w 


CHfTIMNt     MTOMIK 
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1 .  The  comment  is  noted. 

2.  See  the  response  to  comment  6  of  letter  82. 

3.  See  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  82. 


Mr.  Bill  Bollomly 

RMP  Team  Leader 

Bureau    of   Land    Management 

2505   Souih   Townsend    Avenue 

Montrose.  CO     81401 

^  PlTwnt^°mmT,  '°  D"ft  °""nhon  R"°ur«  Managemen, 
Pan/Environmental  Impac(  Statement  on  Behalf  of  Mr  Lamar 
Norswonhy   and   Mr.   Slan   Whinnery 

Dear  Mr.   Boltomly: 

On  June  20.   1991.  the  Bureau  of  Land  Managemen,  (BLM  or  Bureau) 
p"an^vir„0mmen,1   1°   ""   Drl"   Gunnison   Source   Managemen 

d  M  ~ZL  7"^'"—   °»   ■*■<■"  of   Mr.   Lamar   Norswonhy 
ieVh„Vr'i  Wtl,n"cry-     The  purpose  of  ihis  leiier  is  lo  make  three 

technical   correci.ons   to  those   comments. 

535  r-  =?-"-=xtjnsr ■  ~ 

changed    10     '„"   dts'«na,ed   «   management   unit   E-16   should  be 
cnanged    to   reflect    management    unit    E-15. 

KS7-"  ~*= :  rtvSB  SSL" 

Resource    Managemen,    Plan,    management    un„    E-13    generally 

a    To  T7uLgriy,''0,m",S   '"   ""   •'■  "«^      As'state,  ,„ 
i  u  ot  tne  June  20.   1991   comments  to  the  Draft  Gunnison  RMP 
Mr    Whinnery  and   Mr.   Norswonhy  are  concerned   that   the  Bureau" 
does  no,  have  ,he  .echnica.  or  scien.ific   monitoring  data  to  su™    a 


1. 
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Jj'ni    ih.it    livestock    grazing    allotments    in    in. 
in   ihc   "I"  category. 


Mr.   Norsworthy   and   Mr.   Whinnery   would    again    like    to   reiterate   that 
they   are   concerned   with   the   excess   numbers   of   big   game   wildlife, 
particularly   elk.  in  the  Gunnison   Resource   Area.      These   excess 
numbers   of  elk   arc   causing   resource   and   riparian   damage.      Before 
the   BLM   considers   making   further  reduction   in    livestock   grazing,   it 
should   "require"   the   Colorado  Department   of  Wildlife   to   reduce   elk 
numbers    to    acceptable    levels. 

Should   you    have   any  questions  on   these  clarifications,   p.cjse   do   not 
hesitate    to   contact    me. 


Sincerely, 


DRAY.  MADISON  &  THOMSON.  PC 
Karen  J.  Budd  "         ,. 


&1  SC 


Chris  Chella.  Esq. 

Mr.    Lamar    Nor s worthy 

Mr.    Stan    Whinncry 


r>  Of  ',   .  ,  i   OuKJot 


">l»f  00)1  thtr  (4)7 


STATE  OF  COLORADO 
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June  V,   1991 


Mr.  Barry  Tollefson.  Are*  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
216  North  Colorado 
Gunnison.  Colorado  81230 


Oear  Barry: 

Staff  of  the  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  has  reviewed  the 
Sunnlson  Resource  Area  Draft  Resource  Management  Plan  and 
Environmental    [.pact  Statement.     We  have  the  following,  comets  Mi 
the  drift   Plan. 

We  recommend  that  the  final   Plan  Incorporate  the  proposed 
management  direction  and  provisions  described  In  Management 
Alternative  0  for  riparian  areas,   special   status  plant  and  animal 
species  and  recreation  management.      In  particular,    the   final    Plan 
should  note  the  recent  listing  of  the  Uncompahgre  fritlllarw 
uMV,V',lll>},rH  "rocnw)  as  endangered  by  the  U.S.   Fish  and 
■ 1 ioi 1 fe  Service. 

des.gnl^ol  ^iZVUll""^  «*— M  c«..r,  deserve 

South  Beaver  Creek 

The  largest  known  population  of  the  skiff  allkvetch  (Astragalus 
P'trot»ml>|n).  a  plant  known  only  fro.  this  part  of  Colorado 
(endemic,   narrowly  restricted  range),  occurs  at  the  proposed  South 
llZf  MfKk  KKi""'m»  "''»"'  »"•■     IM«  Pl«»t   Is  threatened 
by  off-highway  vehicle  use  and  grazing.     The  plant   Is   recommended 
for   listing  by  the  U.S.    Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  unde^tnT^ 
Endangered  Species  Act.     Skiff  mllkvetch  Is  on  list  1   (hiohest 
priority  due  to  narrow  geographic  distribution,   limited  habitat 
ava,  ability  and  few  populations)  of  the  Colorado  Plant  Spetles  of 

fnT  Jl  lZCV  ',;,^The  C°'°r",°  *P"-'"«»t  "f  Natural  Resources 
and  the  BLH  have  signed  a  cooperative  management  agreement  for  South 
Beaver  Creek.     We  recommend  designation  of  at  least  «S«5  acr^I 
ACEC/RNA  as  proposed   in  Alternative  0  **   " 


^ 
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1 .  The  PRMP  incorporates  many  of  the  actions  and  recommendations 
from  Alternative  D  regarding  riparian  areas,  special  status  plant  and 
animal  species  and  habitats,  and  recreation  management,  but  not 
all.  See  the  description  of  the  PRMP  in  Chapter  Four  for  details. 

2.  See  the  response  to  comment  7  of  letter  9.  The  pertinent  sections 
in  the  DRMP  have  been  changed  to  note  this  information.  Thank 
you. 

3.  BLM  feels  that  the  management  prescribed  as  a  result  of  the 
recommended  ACEC  designations  in  the  PRMP  at  Redcloud  Peak 
and  South  Beaver  Creek  would  provide  the  special  management 
attention  needed  for  these  species  and  the  habitat. 


Colorado  Numf  Are*s  Council 

Kobtfift.  Kclw.    CiNm.rraan  a  rklrm  Tn.tc.   Va-i   Quip— 

"■■*•  far*)   Cataract-  Board  of  Pan  ,  and  Oaakxa  lfl1u 

TV»  Mran   McmfiTT  ■  Oon,,  Lurorll   Colorado  Va  .kflih  Coaan 

""*f  Wkmte.aJohr  Wibn  Cafarado  Baaid  of  LaaadCa 


P-126 


APPENDIX  P  -  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRMP  AND  BLM  RESPONSES 


Red  Cloud  Peak 


85 


The  largest  known  population  of  the  federally  endangered 
Uncompahgre  fritlllary  butterfly  (500  1000  Individuals)  exists  on 
the  flank  of  Red  Cloud  Peak.  We  concur  with  the  recorrmendat  Ion  in 
the  Plan  to  designate  59S0  acres  as  an  ACEC  for  butterfly  habitat. 
The  type  locality  for  the  butterfly  at  Uncompahgre  Peak  (USfS)  1$ 
registered  with  the  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program.  The  Program 
recommends  that  both  butterfly  populations  at  Red  Cloud  and 
Uncompahgre  Peaks  be  included  In  a  Colorado  Natural  Area  for 
protection  of  the  butterfly  and  Its  habitat. 

SlumgulHon  Earthflow 

The  Slumgullton  Earthflow  Is  one  of  the  best  known,  and 
well-studied,  "slides"  In  the  United  States.  It  Is  proposed  as  a 
Colorado  Natural  Area;  in  fact,  351  acres  of  the  upper  earthflow  on 
U.S.  Forest  Service  land  are  designated  a  Colorado  Natural  Area. 
Addition  of  M07  acres  of  BLM  land  recommended  for  ACEC  designation 
1n  the  Plan  will  complete  the  official  recognition  of  the  geologic 
Importance  of  the  SlumgulHon  Earthflow  to  Colorado  and  the  nation. 

We  concur  with  proposed  ACEC  designations  for  the  Alpine, 
Haystack  Cave  and  American  Basin  to  provide  management  guidance  to 
these  scenic,  biologically  diverse  and  fragile  areas.  This  package 
of  ACECs  In  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  contains  a  minimum 
representation  of  Its  spectacular  natural  values,  protecting  these 
areas  for  present  and  future  generations  to  visit  and  enjoy. 

Sorry  about  our  tardy  response  to  the  draft  Plan.  Too  many 
balls  In  the  air;  I  dropped  this  one.  Thanks  for  i  good  job  on  the 
ACEC  and  species  of  special  concern  in  the  draft  Plan.  Be  sure  to 
let  me  know  If  we  need  to  discuss  our  concents  further. 


Sincerely, 


David  H.  Kuntz 
Director 

Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program 


<5V 


UUTEO  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
REGION  VI 
999  18th  STREET  -  SUTTE  f0(T 
DENVER.  COLORADO     80202 


Ref  : 


8WM-EA 


Alan  L   Kesterke 
Di6trict  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Montro6e  Dl6trlct  Office 
2465  South  Tovnsend 
Hontro6e,  Colorado   81401 


Dear  Mr.  Kesterke: 


JUH  2  !  m 


Gunnison  Resource  Area 
Resource  Management  Plan 
and  Draft  EIS,  Colorado 


In  accordance  with  our  responsibilities  under  Section  309  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act  and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  the 
Region  VIII  Office  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has 
reviewed  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  Gunnison  Resource  Area  Resource 
Management  Plan  and  offers  the  following  comments  for  your 
consideration. 

Of  primary  interest  to  EPA  are  the  plans  adopted  by  BLM  for 
the  protection  and  enhancement  of  riparian  areas,  including 
wetlands  and  the  Important  aquatic  habitat  within  the  portion  of 
the  Gunnison  River  basin  drainage  administered  by  BLM.   The 
proposed  Preferred  Alternative  (Alternative  E)  provides 
reasonable  accommodation  of  commodity  recovery,  recreational 
values,  and  the  protection  of  natural  values.   However,  some 
aspects  of  Alternative  D,  which  emphasizes  a  higher  degree  of 
protection,  enhancement,  and  maintenance  of  natural  values  while 
providing  a  sustaining  level  of  production  of  regional 
commodities,  should  be  further  evaluated  in  the  Final  EIS  for  the 
purpose  of  better  riparian  management.   In  particular,  additional 
aquatic  habitat  protection  and  enhancement  of  biodiversity  might 
be  afforded  within  the  Gunnison  RHP  with,  l)  additional 
consideration  of  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACECs) 
especially  along  streams,  2)  expansion  of  river  corridor 
protection  though  the  provisions  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
Act;  and,  3)  further  limitations  on  livestock  management  within 
riparian  zones. 

There  are  several  Areas  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
(ACECs)  along  streams  proposed  in  Alterative  D  which  are  not 
proposed  for  the  preferred  alternative.   Consider,  for  example, 

e  proposed  ACEC  along  Cebolla  Creek.   The  Cebolla  Creek  area 
meets  the  screening  criteria  since  it  has  regional  and  nationally 
significant  habitat  primarily  for  Bighorn  Sheep.   In  addition, 
Bighorn  Sheep  could  be  affected  by  disease  carried  by  domestic 
sheep.   Thus,  there  is  a  known  threat  to  the  natural  resource 


Responses  to  letter  86 

1.  See  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  8.  In  addition,  riparian 
area  management  for  unit  D-6,  a  recommended  ACEC,  and  for  the 
applicable  part  of  unit  E-10,  would  be  accomplished  according  to 
Standard  Management  on  pages  3-70  and  3-103,  respectively. 
Those  two  sections  are  very  similar.  See  also  Management  Unit  1 0 
in  the  description  of  the  PRMP  for  the  management  recommended 
for  this  area  containing  bighorn  sheep  habitat. 

2.  See  the  response  to  comment  37  of  letter  50.  Before  any  surface 
disturbance  would  occur  on  the  public  lands  in  unit  D-1  that  are 
not  included  in  the  unit  E-8  recommended  as  an  ACEC,  BLM  would 
request  technical  assistance  from  USF&WS  regarding  any  potential 
impacts  to,  and  mitigation  for  skiff  milkvetch  populations. 

3.  The  BLM  considered  the  contribution  that  the  Lake  Fork  makes  to 
the  scenery  in  Segment  A.  The  river  is  an  important,  but  not  major, 
element  in  the  landscape  and  scenery  of  the  area,  which  is 
dominated  by  steep  mountains  and  valleys. 

After  further  consideration,  the  BLM's  conclusion  in  Appendix  I  of 
the  DRMP,  regarding  the  unsuitability  of  Segment  A  for  inclusion 
into  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System,  remains 
unchanged.  The  segment  is  not  recommended  for  designation  in 
the  PRMP. 

Hinsdale  County  officials  oppose  Wild  and  Scenic  designation  for 
Segment  A  for  several  reasons,  including  the  potential  erosion  of 
a  small  tax  base  by  acquisition  of  private  lands.  Other  reasons 
include  a  concern  that  increased  visitation  would  result  in 
degradation  of  the  resources  in  the  segment,  and  a  concern 
regarding  implied  or  actual  water  rights  issues. 


P-127 


APPENDIX  P  -  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRMP  AND  BLM  RESPONSES 


values  along  Beaver  Creek.   The  final  EIS  could  specifically 
display  the  relative  potential  affect  upon  this  herd  versus 
continuing  to  provide  the  limited  sheep  grazing  allotment  In  that 
area.   Also  consider  that  the  proposed  South  Beaver  Creek  ACEC 
which  contains  populations  of  the  skiff  mllkveteh,  vhlch  ha6  been 
listed  as  a  "Category  II"  plant  recommended  for  endangered  status 
by  the  Fish  and  wildlife  Service,  is  not  fully  Included  36  an 
ACEC  In  the  preferred  alternative.   Alternative  D  includes  the 
South  Beaver  Creek  ACEC  some  5000  acres  larger  than  the  ACEC 
proposed  for  South  Beaver  Creek  under  preferred  Alternative  E. 
Since  the  natural  values  here  are  also  threatened  by  continued 
grazing  practices,  the  Final  EIS  should  more  thoroughly 
Investigate  the  relative  economic  and  non-use  values  of  these 
alternative  management  approaches. 

The  pmp  includes  analysis  of  the  eligibility,  classifica- 
tion, and  suitability  of  the  Lake  Fork  of  Gunnison  under  BLH's 
"Guidelines  for  Fulfilling  Requirements  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act."   Accordingly,  only  Segment  A,  the  upper  segment  of 
the  Lake  Fork  was  considered  eligible  for  wild  and  scenic 
designation.   In  part,  this  conclusion  vat  based  upon  the  free 
flowing  nature  of  the  stream  and  the  fact  that  this  area  is 
associated  vlth  outstanding  scenic  values  vlthln  BIM's  Alpine 
Triangle  Special  Recreation  Management  Area  ( SRMA )  which  has  over 
cne-half  million  vl s 1  tor -days  annually.   BLM  concludes;  however, 
that  this  visitation  in  not  river  dependent  since  there  is  no 
recreational  boating  and  only  limited  fishery  use.   BLM  may  be 
Ignoring  a  contributing  element  of  the  scenic  beauty  in  this 
regard.   Further,  Appendix  I  indicates  that  this  segment  of  the 
river  could  be  managed  under  the  recreational  classification 
without  acquiring  private  lands  with  relatively  simple  management 
since  BLM  Incorporates  river  protection  within  the  SRMA.   Support 
from  the  Colorado  Division  of  wildlife  Indicating  that  Lake  Fork 
possesses  "outstandingly  remarkable  scenic,  fishery  and  wildlife 
values"  was  received  In  i960.   Support  from  county  officials  for 
recreational  classification  could  be  tied  to  maintenance  of  the 
SRMA  without  concern  for  the  loss  of  tax  base.   BLM  6hould 
reevaluate  the  suitability  of  the  upper  segment  of  the  Lake  Fork 
for  inclusion  In  the  wild  and  Scenic  River  system  as  part  of  the 
Final  EIS  process.   Finally,  only  the  remaining  segment  of  the 
Lake  Fork  was  assessed  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 
Other  significant  stream  segments  vlthln  the  planning  area  must 
also  be  studied  under  the  "Guidelines"  process,  or  at  least  the 
Final  EIS  should  address  why  this  analysis  was  not  considered  for 
Cebolla  Creek,  Cochetopa  Creek,  South  Beaver  Creek,  Tomlchl 
Creek,  the  Taylor  River  and  all  other  appropriate  streams  within 
the  planning  area. 

I      The  Final  EIS  should  assess  further  limitations  on  timber 
and  livestock  management  within  riparian  zones.   It  la 
partlculary  troubling  that  the  proposed  livestock  grazing 
management  provides  for  a  simplistic  approach  for  just  2  1/2  Inch 


Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  1  of  letter  72.  In  addition, 
the  BLM  did  consider  other  streams  in  the  Planning  Area  during  the 
study  process.  Please  refer  to  page  1-9  in  the  DRMP  for  details 
regarding  Cebolla  and  Cochetopa  Creeks.  The  BLM  found  that 
neither  of  these  streams  were  eligible  due  to  a  lack  of 
outstandingly  remarkable  characteristics.  The  Taylor  River  in  not 
within  the  Planning  Area,  and  BLM  manages  no  lands  on  this 
stream.  The  other  creeks  referenced  in  the  comment,  and  many 
others  were  examined,  and  were  found  not  eligible  for  inclusion. 
Please  refer  to  Attachment  2,  Appendix  I,  in  the  PRMP,  for  a 
complete  list  of  streams  that  were  analyzed  in  the  study  process, 
and  the  reasons  they  were  found  not  eligible. 

4.  Please  see  the  revised  Livestock  Grazing  Management  section  of 
STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  in  them  PRMP.  The  2  1/2  inch 
minimum  stubble  height  is  for  key  herbaceous  plants,  the  majority 
of  which  would  be  grasses.  Woody  plants  would  not  be  included. 
The  2  1/2  inch  minimum  is  intended  as  an  area  wide  guideline  to 
prevent  damage  to  riparian  areas  caused  by  over  use  by  livestock. 
More  intensive  grazing  strategies  would  be  implemented  on  a  site 
specific  basis  with  regard  to  the  particular  livestock  operation  and 
the  type  and  condition  of  the  riparian  areas.  Forest  management 
would  be  practiced  in  riparian  areas  only  after  careful  consideration 
of  the  riparian  values.  In  the  judgement  of  BLM,  the  restrictions  on 
timber  harvesting  in  riparian  areas  in  the  Preferred  Alternative  are 
adequate  to  protect  riparian  values. 

5.  Thank  you  for  the  suggestions.  They  were  considered  in  the 
development  of  the  PRMP.  The  PRMP  does  contain  many 
strategies  for  livestock  grazing  in  the  Planning  Area,  for  the  life  of 
the  plan. 
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stubble  height  lor  much  of  the  riparian  area6  vlth  4-lnch  stubble 
height  applied  elsewhere.   In  particular,  It  Is  not  clear  11  such 
stubble  height  measurement s  might  be  applied  to  stream-side  voody 
vegetation  such  as  willows  vhlch  certainly  would  be  Inappro- 
priate for  successful  water  quality,  fishery,  and  range 
management. 

The  RMP  Is  the  appropriate  place  to  present  a  fully 
detailed,  planned  grazing  strategy.   It  would  be  expected  that 
detailed  guidance  for  the  utilization  of  riparian  pastures  should 
be  accomplished  on  the  entire  watershed  with  close  coordination 
with  the  Fore6t  Service  and  private  land  owners.   Among  the 
features  a  planned  grazing  strategy  could  include  but  not 
necessarily  be  limited  to  are:   l)  livestock  removal  In  early 
July  to  allow  for  regrovth,  2)  summer  limits  of  herbaceous  forage 
to  less  than  40  to  50  percent  of  current  growth,  3>  autumn  use  of 
stream-side  vegetation  limited  to  30  percent  with  the  stubble 
remaining  at  the  end  of  the  grazing  season  meeting  the  4  to 
6-lnch  stubble  height  criterion  throughout  the  planning  area, 
4  1  season-long  grazing  should  be  limited  to  areas  vlth  access 
control,  such  as,  special  pasture  areas;  and,  5)  any  critical 
fishery  habitats  which  Includes  most  of  the  unique  Gunnison 
Resource  Area,  should  be  limited  to  stubble  heights  greater  than 
6  Inches.   (See  Lewis  H.  Hyers,  1999,  -Grazing  and  riparian 
management  In  southwestern  Montana",  Gressvell,  Barton,  Keshner, 
ed6.,  and  'Practical  approaches  to  riparian  resource  management: 
an  educational  vorkshop".  May  8-11,  1989,  U.S.  Department  of  the 
Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Billings,  Montana.) 

Based  on  the  procedures  EPA  uses  to  evaluate  the  adequacy  of 
the  Information  In  the  EIS,  and  the  environmental  Impacts  of  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives,  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  Gunnison 
BMP  and  Draft  EIS  vlll  be  listed  In  the  federal  Register  in 
category  EC-2.   This  means  EPA  has  environmental  concerns  vlth 
the  proposed  alternative  based  upon  options  that  BLM  has  that 
could  further  improve  riparian  area  management  and  that 
additional  information  is  needed  in  the  Final  EIS  as  outlined 
above . 

Please  contact  Weston  Wilson  of  my  staff  at  303/293-1439, 
if  ve  can  further  explain  our  concerns  vlth  the  proposed  plan. 


Sincerely, 


^2 


rflronmental    Assess 


Chris   Turk,    National    Park    Service,    Denver 

Todd   Robertson,    Colorado   Environmental   Coalition,    Denver 
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Town  of  Crested  Butte  87 


P.O.  Box  39 
Crested  Butte,  Colorado  81224 


Phont  (303)349-5338 


July  1,  1991 


Mr.  Alan  L.  Kesterke,  District  Manager 

Montrose  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Townsend  Avenue 

Montrose,  CO  81401 

Mr.  Barry  A.  Tollefson 
Gunnison  Basin  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Gunnison,  CO  91230 

Mr.  Bill  Bottomly,  RMP  Team  Leader 

Montrose  District 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

2505  South  Townsend  Avenue 

Montrose,  CO   81401 

Gentlemen: 

The  Crested  Butte  Town  Council  thanks  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  Draft  Resource 
Management  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Gunnison  Resource  Area. 

Host  of  our  comments  are  based  on  issues  raised  by  the 
Gunnison  County  Commissioners  since  we  did  not  receive  a 
copy  of  the  plan  until  June  7,  1991  from  the  Gunnison  County 
Planning  office.   We  have  not  had  adequate  time  to  review 
the  whole  document . 

1.  The  Town  agrees  that  livestock  grazing  should  continue 
to  be  prohibitled  to  help  maintain  the  Town's  water  supply 
on  the  320  acres  on  Wildcat  Creek. 

2.  Like  Gunnison  County,  we  too  are  puzzled  by  the 
statement  that  commercial  timbering  could  be  allowed  near  or 
in  riparian  areas  if  wildlife  values  would  be  improved. 
Please  give  an  example  of  that  or  do  you  plan  to  develop 
criteria  to  determine  how  this  could  occur? 

3.  Although  off-road  vehicle  use  is  not  proposed  for  the 
BLM  lands  in  our  Immediate  vicinity,  we  also  agree  with  the 
County  that  the  potential  destructive  impacts  of  off-road 
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1.  One  method  of  improving  wildlife  values  while  harvesting  timber 
near  riparian  areas  is  to  thin  conifers  adjacent  to  riparian  areas  in 
order  to  stimulate  aspen  growth,  which  would  be  available  to 
beaver  to  help  restore  degraded  riparian  areas.  Cutting  of  aspen 
in  riparian  areas  would  stimulate  aspen  sprouting,  which  could  be 
used  by  elk  and  deer  as  winter  forage.  In  addition,  please  see  the 
responses  to  comment  4  of  letter  81,  and  comment  1 1  of  letter 
63. 

2.  See  the  response  to  comment  23  of  letter  35. 

3.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  6  of  letter  63.  In  addition, 
we  would  solicit  input  from  Crested  Butte  and  other  entities 
regarding  facilities  and  improvements  that  would  be  proposed. 

4.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  1 1  of  letter  81 . 

5.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  14  of  letter  81.  In 
addition,  the  access  problems  on  the  "lower  loop"  mountain  bike 
trail,  based  on  our  knowledge,  concern  conflicts  between  riders 
and  private  landowners.  We  have  worked  with  mountain  bikers  in 
the  area  to  obtain  access  across  livestock  fences  we  are 
constructing  on  public  lands.  Please  contact  us  if  we  can  be  of 
assistance  to  you  in  these  matters  regarding  public  lands.  Please 
also  see  the  response  to  comments  4  and  5  of  letter  63. 

6.  See  the  response  to  comment  1  5  of  letter  81 . 

7.  Please  see  the  responses  to  comment  33  of  letter  38,  and  2,  3, 
and  4  of  letter  50. 


87 


vehicles  are  well-known.  No  area  should  be  open  to  ORV's 
until  studies  have  been  made  to  insure  that  the  anticipated 
impacts  will  not  be  significant.   An  assumption  of  no 
resource  damage  in  unstudied  areas  is  irresponsible. 
Potential  damage  created  by  overuse,  and/or  seasonal  misuse 
because  vast  areas  have  not  been  adequately  reviewed  for 
physical  limitations  benefits  no  use?,  including  those  whose 
main  interests  are  in  off-road  vehicles. 


4.  As  suggested  by  the  County,  we  would  welcome  a 
discussion  with  you  about  the  proposed  campground  in  the 
Slate  River  area  to  discuss  the  type,  users,  numbers  and 
amount  of  amenities  to  be  provided  in  such  a  campground.   We 
recommend  such  a  meeting  be  publicized  to  get  additional 
input  from  other  members  of  the  public  in  this  area. 

5.  Potential  development  of  the  Rocky  Point  pumped  back 
storage  project  should  be  referenced  in  this  document, 
particularly  in  light  of  transmission  line  corridor  impacts 
on  private  and  public  lands. 

6.  Table  2-27  lists  mountain  biking  demands  in  the 
Gunnison  ERMA  as  "low."  Consistently  over  the  past  few 
years,  mountain  bikers  have  commented  that  use  in  the  area, 
is  substantial,  and  would  increase  if  more  terrain  were 
accessible.   Nearly  twelve  years  ago,  a  recreational  study 
conducted  by  Harvard  University  identified  the  potential  for 
this  kind  of  use  in  the  area.   Crested  Butte  is  known 
nationally  as  a  mountain  bike  mecca.   We  do  not  understand 
how  you  came  to  your  conclusion  about  mountain  bike  demand. 
In  addition,  we  would  appreciate  any  additional  assistance 
you  can  provide  in  maintaining  access  to  the  "lowerloop" 
mountain  bike  trail  which  uses  some  BLM  land  in  the  Slate 
River  area. 


8.  We  also  agree  that  identified  riparian  areas  should  be 
identified  on  maps.   In  addition,  we  support  the  Bureau's 
decision  to  inventory  riparian  areas  and  prioritize  their 
values  to  help  determine  site-specific  management 
strategies.   We  especially  support  the  concept  that  new 
water  sources  would  be  developed. .. "with  concern  for  the 
protection  of  riparian  areas." 

9.  The  rate  at  which  Allotment  Management  Plans  have  been 
completed  (28  of  146  in  the  basin)  raises  questions  of 
whether  or  not  there  is  adequate  funding  to  provide  staff 
hours  to  devise  plans  and  monitor  results.   Lack  of 
completion  of  these  AMPs  jeopardizes  both  the  individual 
rancher  and  the  basin's  ranching  community.   Has  a  realistic 
timetable  been  devised  so  that  these  AMPs  can  be  completed? 
Given  the  reality  of  variable  funding  for  the  agency,  is 
this  a  realistic  program? 
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Thank  you  a^ain  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comnent  on 

this  draft.   We  look  forward  to  meeting  with  you  and  working 

with  you  during  the  process  of  revision  and  impleroentat ion. 

Sincerely, 


Wesley   A. 'Light ,  Jfayor 


OFFICE  OF  THE  STATE  ENGINEER 

OfVlSlON  OF  WATER  RESOURCES 

'313  S*e"»*«n  Sfevt-Room  816 

Oen*e'  CokKado  90?O3 

(3031  S66-3S81 

FAX  (303|  866-3589 


MAY  1  3  1991 


May   10,    1991 


DEPARTMENT  Of 
NATURAL  RESOURCES 


t  of  natural  Resources       (*.    -x^- 
Slate  Engineer  y£^  &    '"*' 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Steve  Morris,   Department 

FROM:     Hal  0.  S<«pson,  Deputy 

SUBJECT:  Gunnison  Resource  Area  Draft  Management  Plan  and  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 

We  have  reviewed  the  above  referenced  document.   Several  management  proposals 
along  with  their  projected  Impacts  have  been  presented.   We  offer  the 
following  comments: 

On  page  3-6  -  Soil  and  Water  lesources  -  "Efforts  to  maintain  watershed 
developments,  I.e.  In-channel  structures  and  springs  In  good  physical 
condition  to  reduce  accelerated  erosion  will  be  continued.- 

I   In  relation  to  water  resources,  we  note  that  numerous  federal,  municipal. 
and  privately  owned  water  diversion  and  storage  structures  are  located 
within  the  management  area.  The  document  would  be  more  complete  If  the 
existence  of  these  structures  was  acknowledged,  and  provisions  for 
required  access  and  maintenance  were  recognized. 

On  page  3-54  -  Water  Power  and  Storage  Sites  •  'The  planning  area  would 
be  open  to  the  location  of  water  power  and  storage  reservoirs. 
Inventoried  and  identified  potential  water  power  and  storage  reservoir 
sites  would  be  restrktlvely  managed  for  these  uses." 

Although  Appendix  *N*  lists  water  resource  developments  which  apparently 
belong  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  there  Is  no  listing  or  map  of 
the  reservoir  sites  mentioned  above.  We  consider  hydropower  development 
at  the  few  feasible  sites  In  the  state  to  be  In  the  Interest  of  the  state 
of  Colorado  and  of  national  interest;  therefore,  we  recommend  that  I 
listing  or  map  of  the  designated  water  power  or  storage  sites  be  added  to 
the  document. 
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1 .  The  DRMP  addresses  resources  on  BLM  managed  lands  only.  If 
access  is  required  across  BLM  managed  lands,  owners  or  users  of 
water  developments  on  private  lands  would  continue  to  be 
permitted  to  apply  for  rights-of-way. 

2.  The  only  potential  hydropower  site  under  active  consideration  in 
the  Planning  Area  is  Union  Park,  to  the  best  of  our  knowledge.  The 
site  would  not  effect  any  lands  managed  by  BLM. 


HOS/JTS:df/692SI 
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ORAL  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

Speakers  at  the  public  hearings  held  in  Gunnison  and 
Lake  City  are  identified  in  Table  P-2  below,  along 
with  the  number  of  individual  comments  BLM 
responded  to.  The  number  assigned  to  each  speaker 
is  also  shown. 

The  actual  pages  of  the  hearing  transcripts  applicable 
to  each  speaker's  comments  are  reprinted  following 
Table  P-2,  with  speaker's  key  numbers  shown  in  the 


top  right  corner  of  each  transcript  page  for  the  Lake 
City  and  Gunnison  hearings,  respectively.  Each  oral 
comment  by  the  speakers  on  the  transcript  pages  is 
highlighted  by  a  bold,  vertical  bar  and  a  number. 
The  response  to  these  comments  is  published  beside 
the  transcript  pages.  If  a  comment  has  already  been 
responded  to,  the  applicable  response  is  referred  to. 
The  responses  may  be  printed  on  succeeding  pages, 
however,  in  order  to  economize  on  the  number  of 
pages  required  to  be  printed. 


Table  P-2 


KEY  TO  ORAL  STATEMENTS  AND  NUMBERS  ASSIGNED  TO  INDIVIDUAL 
STATEMENTS  AT  PUBLIC  HEARINGS  IN  GUNNISON  AND  LAKE  CITY 


NAME  OF  INDIVIDUAL  SPEAKER 


NUMBER  ASSIGNED 
TO  SPEAKER 


NUMBER  OF 
INDrVIDUAL  COMMENTS 


GUNNISON  PUBLIC  HEARING  APRIL  17,  1991 

John  Parker  G  1 

Yosi  Lutwak  G  2 

Stan  Irby  G  3 

LAKE  CITY  PUBLIC  HEARING  APRIL  18,  1991 

Ed  Toner  L  4 

Stan  Whinnery  L  5 

Ralph  Clark  III  L  6 

Bill  Hall  L  7 
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MR.  TOLLEFSON:   Parker. 
MR.  PARKER:   Parker. 

MR.  HERMAN;   Parker.   John,  would  you — 
MR.  PARKERt   Sure.   My  name  Is  John  Parker, 
and  I  wouldn't  say  I  represented  the  business  community 
in  Lake  City.   I  don't  think  anybody  could  make  that 
statement.   But  I  —  first  of  all,  I'd  like  to  really 
6       thank  you  all  for  the  amount  of  time  and  effort  you've 
9       put  into  the  Lake  City  area  and  all  the  time  and  the 

10  etudy  and  all  the  things  you're  planning  on  doing  up 

11  there.   1  think  you'll  probably  have  a  lot  more  interest 

12  in  it  tomorrow  tonight.   Unfortunately,  I'll  be  out  of 

13  town.   That's  the  reason  I'm  here  tonight. 

14  But  with  the  purchase  of  the  Ryan  Ranch  and 

15  the  access  up  to  Powderhorn  from  that  side,  plus  the 

16  scenic  byways  and  the  alpine  tr  iangle  and  the 

17  designation  for  the  scenic  149  from  Creede  and  something 
IB       else,  but  anyway--I  can't  remember-- it ' s  going  to  bring 

19  more  and  more  pressure  in  that  whole  area  of  your 

20  management.   And  right  now,  the  Forest  Service  has,  for 

21  some  time,  maintained  a  full-time  person  up  there.   And 

22  although  you  all  have  more  land  and  more,  probably,  to 

23  worry  about,  BLM  hasn't  seen  fit  to  have  a  full-time 

24  person  up  there.   And  really,  I  think  a  lot  of  the 

25  resource  suffers  as  a  result  of  it  because  we  have  a  lot 


Responses  to  oral  statement  G  1 

1 .  The  Gunnison  Resource  Area  uses  a  centrally  located  office  in 
Gunnison  to  manage  activities  on  585,012  acres  of  public  land 
spread  over  a  much  larger  area.  The  diverse  resources  we  manage 
necessitate  the  skills  of  a  variety  of  resource  specialists.  The  BLM 
Recreation  Specialist  in  Gunnison  works  to  establish  and  maintain 
ties  with  Lake  City.  While  this  is  perhaps  not  the  best  situation,  we 
hope  it  meets  the  basic  needs  of  the  BLM,  the  city  and  the  county. 
In  the  PRMP,  BLM  recommends  that  the  possible  construction  of 
a  joint  BLM-Forest  Service  facility  be  pursued  and  evaluated.  If  the 
facility  is  constructed,  BLM  would  more  than  likely  assign  at  least 
one  permanent  BLM  position,  and  perhaps  several  seasonal 
employees,  to  Lake  City. 


Gl 


5 
6 

7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 


19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 


of  theories  and  plana  about  where  we  want  people  and 
where  we  don't  want  people.   But  there's  nobody  there 
to,  number  one,  tell  them  not  to  or,  number  two,  do 
anything  about  it  if  they  do,  basically,  on  the  whole. 
And  I  also  feel  like  the  community  needs 
somebody  there  that  just  doesn't  come  and  work  and  goes 
back,  to  become  more  part  of  the  community  and 
understand  where  it  is.   So  I  guess  more  or  less  what  I 
feel  is  that  to  put  in  place  and  manage  what  you  say 
you're  going  to  do  means  one  of  two  things:   Ideally, 
somebody  that's  going  to  live  in  Lake  City.   If  not,  it 
needs  a  person  that  works  out  of  Gunnison  who  says,  and 
everybody  up  there  knows,  "That  is  my  responsibility, 
and  I'm  your  man  and/or  woman*  and  can  build  a  kind  of 
relat ion ship  and  rappor  t  up  there.   And  I  think  there's 
a  lot  of  support  from  the  community  to  help  you  do  what 
you're  doing,  because  it's  all  to  our  economic 
well-being.   And  basically,  we'd  like  to  see  it  done 
right  and  feel  like  it  would  build  more  teamwork  and 
relationship  up  there  to  get  it  done  if  we  had  that  kind 
of  a  designated  person  or  person  that  lived  up  there. 

MR.  HERMAN:   Thanks,  John.   The  next  person 
is-- ind icated  as  a  maybe  is  Yosi — 

MR.  1.UTWAK  :   Lutwak. 

MR.  HERMAN:   Could  you  spell  your  first 
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10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 


name  and  last  name. 

MR.  LUTWAXj   Y-o-s-i  L-u-t-w-a-k.   I  have  a 
few  comments  to  make  to  save  my  writing.   One  Is  about 
the  game  numbers  In  unlte--I  think  54  and  66.   You  have 
the  Division  of  wildlife  recommendation  that  elk  will  be 
3,000  and  deer  will  be  6600.   Right  now  deer  ace  about 
3800.   So  It's  almost  doubling  the  number  of  deer  in  our 
area.   And  nobody  from  the  DOW  is  here  today,  so  I  can 
say  I  already  hit  four  deer  this  early  spring  and 
smashed  the  front  end  of  my  car  twice.   There  are  deer 
everywhere,  and  it  costs  us  a  lot  of  money.   They're 
eating  everything.   You  go  out  there,  it's  cropped  down 
to  the  bottom.   I  think  you  are  the  landowner,  and  you 
need  to  designate  animal  land  area  and  not  the  Division 
of  Wildlife.   I  think  it's  already  overcarrying,  and 
it's  becoming  a  problem. 

My  opinion's  also  that  they  should  pay  for 
it.   I  think  there  should  be--the  program  of  charging 
outfitters  is  really,  in  my  opinion,  misled.   1  think 
that  part  of  the  license  fee  should  go  to  the  BLM  for 
managing  the  land,  because  that's  where  the  money  comes 
from.   And  I  know  it's  a  political  Issue,  but  I  think  it 
does  need  to  be  stressed  that  whoever  makes  money  out  of 
deer  and  elk  needs  to  pay  for  managing  that  land .   And 
I'd  like  to  see  the  BLM  write  down  numbers  of  their 


Responses  to  oral  statement  G  2 

1 .  The  CDOW  provides  funds  for  the  management  of  wildlife  habitat 
on  lands  managed  by  BLM  and  other  agencies  through  cooperative 
agreements.  In  1991,  the  CDOW  contributed  $3,000.00  to  BLM 
for  habitat  improvement  projects,  and  in  1  992  they  will  contribute 
approximately  $12,000.00  more. 

2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  3  of  letter  35. 

3.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comments  7  and  10  of  letter  51 . 

4.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  51 . 
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estimate  of  how  much  it  can  carry  rather  than  DOW  does 
that. 

Data  that  you  used  for  the  grazing 
allotments  is  pretty  old.   I  think  It  was  taken  in  1977. 
And  It  was  after  the  drought—about  a  decade  and  a  half 
ago.   I  think  it'£  out  of  date,  and  it  was  done  in  the 
year  after  the  worst  drought  thi6  country  has  seen.   And 
I  don't  think  you  can  base  a  lot  of  this  stuff  on  this 
old  data.   If  you  make  any  decision  about  grazing  or 
wildlife,  I  think  you  need  newer  data,  and  that  hasn't 
been  followed  as  I  think  it  should  have. 

Indian  Creek,  which  is  out  in  Powder  horn, 
is  designated  as  a  fishery  stream.   And  I  talked,  I 
think,  last  week  with  Art  Hayes  about  it.   First  of  all, 
it  is  not  a  fishery  stream.   As  far  as  anybody  knows,  it 
never  has  had  fish  in  it.   So  I  don't  think  it  should  be 
designated  a  fishery  stream.   It  may  be  designated  an 
intermittent  stream  that  should  be  turned  into  a  stream, 
but  not  designated  as  a  stream  that  has  fish  in  it, 
because  nobody  has  ever  seen  fish  In  it. 

As  I  talked  with  Art,  the  problem  that 
Indian  Creek  has,  why  it  is  intermittent,  is  probably 
because  it  was  overlogged,  and  it's  very  bare,  comparing 
to  the  rest  of  the  area.   And  it--so  it  has  a  very  fast 
melting  period,  and  then  it  dries  up,  and  that '  s 
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1  probably  why  it  doesn't  have  any  fish  surviving  in  it. 

2  I've  been  fighting  you  guys  for  two  yeara  from  logging 

3  up  there,  and  one  of  my   main  issues  is  it  melts  too 

4  fast.   So  you  want  to  limit  the  cows  because  the  forage 

5  turn*  Into  the  riparian  area,  which  means  moving  the 

6  cows  out.   But  I  don't  see  you  doing  any  other  efforts 

7  to  turn  It  Into  a  fisheries  stream.   I  think  it  should 
6  not  be  logged.   I  think  that's  the  main  problem  that  we 
9  have  is  it  melts  too  fast,  and  you  have  pressure  from 

10  somebody,  I  guess,  to  log  it.   And  it's  very  easy  to 

11  say,  well,  leave  the  stubble  high,  4  inches,  because 

12  then  the  ranchers  don't  have  to  worry  about  it,  but  we 

13  don't  have  to  stop  logging. 

14  If  you're  serious  about  turning  a  stream 

15  into  a--what  you  call  it,  a  fishery  stream,  then  it 

16  should  be  really  serious.   And  you  should  do  whatever  it 

17  takes,  not  just  get  the  cows  off  it.   And  maybe  getting 
16  the  cows  off  it  earlier  will  do  good,  but  it's  not  the 

19  only  thing  that  needs  to  be  done  there.   There  are  a  lot 

20  of  other  things  that  need  to  be  done. 

21  MB.  HERMANi   You  have  one  minute  left. 

22  MR.  LUTWAKi   Okay.   The  last  thing  is  your 

23  SRMA  thing  for  the--I  forgot  what  It  stands  for,  but 

24  managing  the  area  from  above  Lake  City  all  the  way  down 

25  to  Lake  Fork.   A  few  years  ago  we  had  a  fight  about  it. 


6  2 

1  of  separating  the  lower  Lake  Fork  from  the  upper  Lake 

2  Fork.   It  is  totally  different  country.   The  upper  there 

3  is  tundra,  and  the  lower  land  is  like  the  rest  of 

4  Gunnison  County.   And  even  your  studies  show  that  most 

5  of  Lake  Fork  does  not  fit  the  designation  of  wild  and 

6  scenic,  while  the  upper  end  may.   So  I  would  like  to 

7  make  a  comment,  again,  tbat  it  should  be  separated.   It 

8  should  not  be  one  game  management  up  there  with  a  long 

9  snake  coming  down  north;  that  it  should  be  separate.   It 

10  should  not  be  under  the  same  management  plan. 

11  That's  all  I  have  to  say.   Thank  you. 

12  MR.  HERMAN:   Thank  you.   Would  anybody  else 

13  like  to  make  any  comments  at  this  time? 

14  MR.  IRBY:   I'm  Stan  Irby,  president  of 

15  Gunnison  Stock  Growers,  and  I'd  like  to  make  one  comment 

16  at  this  time  dealing  with  your  planning  issues  and 

17  criteria.   You  dealt  with  livestock  and  the  management 
IB  of  livestock  in  the  first  three  issues  in  this  item. 

19  But  on  No.  4,  we've  got.  In  view  of  the  importance  of 

20  recreation  and  tour  ism  for  local  economies,  what  steps 

21  can  be  taken  to  improve  recreation  diversity  and 

22  opportunities  while  preserving  the  resources  necessary 

23  for  desirable  recreation  settings?   I  think  we  need  to 

24  include  in  that  statement,  "In  view  of  the  importance  of 

25  recreation  and  tourism  and  agriculture  and  the 
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of  separating  the  lower  Lake  Fork  from  the  upper  Lake 
Fork.   It  Is  totally  different  country.   The  upper  there 
J6  tundra,  and  tie  lower  land  Js  like  the  rest  of 
Gunnison  County.   And  even  your  studie6  chow  that  most 
of  Lake  Fork  does  not  fit  the  designation  of  wild  and 
scenic,  while  the  upper  end  may.   So  I  would  like  to 
make  a  comment,  again,  that  it  should  be  separated.   It 
should  not  be  one  game  management  up  there  with  a  long 
snake  coming  down  north]  that  it  should  be  separate.   It 
should  not  be  under  the  same  management  plan. 

That's  all  I  have  to  say.   Thank  you. 
KB.  rTRKAN:   Thank  you.   Would  anybody  else 
like  to  rake  any  comments  at  this  time? 

HB.  1RBY:   I'm  Stan  Irby,  president  of 
Gunnison  Stock  Growers,  and  I'd  like  to  make  one  conx.ent 
at  this  time  dealing  with  your  planning  issues  and 
criteria.   You  dealt  with  livestock  and  the  management 
of  livestock  in  the  first  three  issues  in  this  item. 
But  on  No.  4,  we've  got,  In  view  of  the  importance  of 
recreation  and  tourism  for  local  economies,  what  steps 
can  be  taken  to  improve  recreation  diversity  and 
opportunities  while  preserving  the  resources  necessary 
for  desirable  recreation  settings?   I  think  we  need  to 
include  in  that  statement,  'In  view  of  the  importance  of 
recreation  and  tourism  and  agriculture  and  the 
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1.      Please  see  the  response  to  comment  40  of  letter  38  regarding 
Issue  No.  4  in  the  DRMP. 
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integration  of  those  it  errs  foe  local  economies,"  and 
then  continue  with  "what  steps  can  be  taken  to  improve 
recreation  diversity  and  oppor  tunities  for  agriculture 
and  tourisa  to  maintain  the  current  level  in  the 
economy?"   I  think  in  time  we're  going  to  6ee,  as  we  see 
more  encroachment  on  federal  lands  and  on  private  lands, 
as  far  as  the  restrictions  that  we* re  faced  with,  you 

8  guys  are  going  to  be  in  a  position  that  you  need  us  as 

9  much  as  we  need  you.   If  we  lose  the  ability  to  run 

10  livestock  on  the  BLM  lands,  it  puts  a  great  deal  of 

11  hardship  on  us  as  far  as  staying  In  the  business  In  this 

12  country.   If  we  aren't  in  the  business  in  this  country, 

13  we're  going  to  lose  the  steady  value  that  we  provide  for 

14  the  valley-   A  lot  of  irrigated  meadows  will  not  exist. 

15  There  may  be  home  sites  on  them.   It  depends  on  what 

16  happens.   But  I'd  like  to  see  that  included  in  an  issue 

17  and  part  of  the  criteria  in  this  planning  statement. 
16  MR.  HERMAN:   Okay.   Thanks.   Stan,  is 

19  there--would  anybody  else  like  to  make  a  comment?   If 

20  there  are  no  other  comments,  let  the  record  show  that  I 

21  closed  these  proceedings  at  8:02.   The  proceedings  are 

22  now  closed. 

23  (WBEREUPON,    the   public    hearing   was   closed 

24  at    8:02   p.m.) 
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plan  is  developed,  we  would  develop  a  special 
management  plan  for  each  of  those  units  that  would 
address  management  to  deal  with  whatever  issue  was  the 
focus  of  that,  that  particular  unit. 

Thanks,  Arden,  I  skipped  over  that  when  X 
was  talking  about  management  units.   With  that,  I  think 
I'll  turn  it  back  to  Ken  and  let  him  go  on  with  the 
hearing . 

MR.  HERMAN:   We'll  get  into  the  part  of 
the  hearing  now  where  we  take  testimony.   And  again, 
please  keep  your  testimony  to  five  minutes  or  less. 
Are  there  any  f edera 1  or  state  representat ives  that 
would  like  to  testify?   I  see  that  there's  not  any.   Is 
there  any  local  agencies  that  would  like  to  testify?   I 
have,  here,  Ed  from  the  county  commissioners .   Would 
you  like  to  testify? 

MR.  TONER:   I'm  Ed  Toner,  Hinsdale  County 
Commissioner  and  president  of  the  Colorado  Water 
Congress .   I  have  a  couple  items  that  I'd  1  ike  to  pass 
on.   And  the  first  one,  I'd  certainly  like  to  commend 
the  BLM,  all  of  you.  and,  certainly,  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  for  your  public  statement  on  the  water 
issues,  in  recommending  that  there  be  no  express  water 
rights  in  your  downstream  BLM- recommended  wilderness 
areas.   I  think  that  is  just,  really,  what  is  very 
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Thank  you  for  the  comment. 
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necessary,  and  I  want  to  commend  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  for  that.   That's  very  necessary. 

The  other  thing  that  l--and  this  ib  going 
to  be  a  commendation  also--just  what  Barry  was  saying 
there  at  the  last,  on  the  recommendation  of  wild  and 
scenic  river.   That  is  probably  one  of  the--waterwise, 
is  one  of  the  most  orneriest  bills  that  has  ever  been 
passed  by  our  Congress,  in  the  very  fact  that  when  you 
do  put  in  a  wild  and  scenic  river,  you've  Just  opened 
it  up  and  publicized  it,  for  every  person  in  the  world 
to  come  there  and  tramp  it  down,  you  know,  destroy  the 
very  pristine  thing  that  you' re  trying  to  preserve . 
And  by  not  designating  it  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river, 
you've  really  done  a  great  job. 

And  t  hose  are  the  two  statements  I  wanted 
to  njke.   Thank  you. 

MR.  HERMAN:   Thank  you.  Ed.   Are  there  any 
other  local  officials  that  would  like  to  talk  at  this 
time?   If  there  are  none,  the  next  person  I  have  on  the 
list  is  Stan.   You  had  a  question  mark.   Would  you  care 
to  make  some  comments? 

MR.  WHINNERY:   Yes.   My  name  is  Stan 
Khinnery,  and  I  represent  Whinnery  Ranch  and  the  San 
Juan  Range  Csers  Association.   And  throughout  all  of 
the  alternatives,  including  the  preferred,  there  seems 
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neci'ssary,  and  I  want  to  com  .end  the  P^drtment  uf  the 
Intenur  for  that.   That's  very  necessary. 

The  other  thing  that  [--and  this  is  going 
to  be  a  commendation  also—just  what  Barry  was  saying 
there  at  the  last,  on  the  recommendation  of  wild  and 

6  scenic  river.   That  is  probably  one  of  the--wat erwi se , 

7  is  one  of  the  most  orneriest  bills  that  has  ever  been 

8  passed  by  our  Congress,  in  the  very  fact  that  when  you 

9  do  put  in  a  wild  and  scenic  river,  you've  just  opened 

10  it  up  and  publicized  it,  for  every  person  in  the  world 

11  to  come  there  and  tramp  it  down,  you  know,  destroy  the 
1?       very  pristine  thing  that  you're  trying  to  preserve. 

13  And  l>)  not  designating  it  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river, 

14  you've  really  done  a  great  job. 

15  And  those  are  the  two  statements  I  wanted 

16  to  make.   Thank  you. 

17  MR.  HERMAN;   Thank  you,  Ed.   Are  there  any 

18  other  local  officials  that  would  like  to  talk  at  this 

19  time?   If  there  are  none,  the  next  person  I  have  on  the 

20  list  is  Stan.   You  had  a  question  mark.   Would  you  care 

21  to  make  some  comments? 

22  MR.  WHINNERY:   Yes.   My  name  is  Stan 

23  Whinnery,  and  I  represent  Khinnery  Ranch  and  the  San 

24  Juan  Range  Users  Association.   And  throughout  all  of 

25  the  alter nat i ves ,  including  the  preferred,  there  seems 
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1 .  The  BLM  also  has  a  concern  regarding  hikers  and  recreationists 
that  pass  through  habitat  utilized  by  the  Uncompahgre  fritillary 
butterfly.  To  reduce  potential  impacts,  the  recreation  program  in 
1990  rerouted  a  portion  of  the  trail.  We  plan  to  continue 
monitoring  the  recreation  activity  in  the  area. 

2.  Please  see  the  revised  Livestock  Grazing  Management  section  of 
STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  in  the  PRMP. 

3.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  1  and  2  of  letter  20.  The 
prescription  for  the  referenced  unit  is  changed  in  the  PRMP. 
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1  to  be  things  that  were  printed,  that  there  was  a  link 

2  between  the  lungworm  and  bighorn  sheep  and  domesticated 

3  sheep  passing  that  on.   I'd  like  to  state  for  the 

4  record  that  almost  all  the  sheep  that  are  ran  in  the 

5  San  Juan  mountains  are  all  vaccinated  and  dewormed,  for 

6  lungworm  especially,  and  almost  every  other  disease 

7  that  is  known  to  domestic  sheep. 

6  Secondly,  on  livestock  trailing  and  stuff, 

9  I  think  that's  an  issue  that  needs  to  be  looked  at  even 

10  more,  on  public  input  and  sentiment-type  stuff. 

11  Also,  on  the  wildlife--I  mean,  the 

12  Dncompahgie  Butterfly,  you've  moved--in  some  of  the 

13  plans,  you've  moved  vehicle  traffic  and 

14  grazing-1  lvestock  usage.   But  the  one  thing  that  needs 

15  to  be  considered,  especially  in  the  Silver  Creek 

16  Drainage  by  Burrows  Park,  is  the  foot  traffic;  that  the 

17  BLM  had  built  a  trail  that  almost  passes  right  near  the 

18  butterfly  breeding  ground.   So  I  think  that  needs  to  be 

19  looked  at. 

20  And,  you  know,  other  things  that  apply  to 

21  grazing,  four-inch  Btubble  height,  some  areas  that " b 

22  going  to  be  a  difficult  thing  to  maintain  without 

23  drastic    measures. 

24  And    that's    about    all     I    have    to    say.       Thank 

25  you. 
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1  MR.  BOTTOMLY:   Mr.  Whinnery,  may  I  ask  a 

2  clarifying  question? 

3  MR.  WHINNERY:   Urn-hum. 

4  MR.    BOTTOMLY:       Regarding    the    livestock 

5  trailing    you   gave    us   to    lead   off   your   presentation, 

6  could    you   give   us   a    little   more    insight   on   what    we    need 

7  to    look    into. 

6  MR.  WHINNERY:   For  instance,  in  1930  on 

9  the  Ridge  Stock  Driveway,  which  is  the  Forest  Service 

10  land,  there  were  140,000  sheep  that  went  up  the  Ridge 

11  Stock  Driveway.   1991,  there  were  4,000  sheep  went  up 

12  the  Ridge  Drive.   And  that's  not  a  high-usage  area  by 
1  3  the  publ ic. 

14  The  other  side  of  the  coin  is  American 

15  Basin,  Cinnamon  Pass,  Engineer  Pass.   Those  are  highly 

16  used  by  public,  and  they're  also  used  by  less  than 

17  10,000  sheep.   Certain  areas  like  American  Basin,  I'm 

18  not  against  moving  the  sheep--so  to  speak, 

19  out-of -sight ,  out-of-mind  type  of  a  theory  or 

20  management  plan--either  in  early,  before  the  people, 

21  the  public,  arrive  or  there  after  the  public  leaves, 

22  you  know.   I  think  to  abolish  it  completely  is  kind  of 

23  asinine . 

24  But  really,  that's  what  I  mean.   It  can 

25  all  be  worked  out.   I  believe  that  as  far  as  the  sheep 
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raisers  and  the  cattle  people--the  sheep  raisers  that 
are  in  the  San  Juan  Range  Association  —  are  concerned,  I 
believe  they're  willing  to  work  on  some  kind  of  a  deal 
in  that. 

HR.  BOTTOMLY I   Thank  you. 

MR.  HERMAN:   The  next  person  that  I  have 
is  Ralph  Clark.   Did  you  wish  to  make  a  statement? 

MR.  CLARK:   Yes,  I  did.   My  name  is  Ralph 
Clark.   I'm  from  Gunnison,  and  I'm  representing 
myself.   I,  too.  want  to  commend  the  document.   I  think 
you've  done  a  superb  job.   I  will  be  commenting  later 
in  more  detail,  but  at  this  point,  perhaps,  just 
covering  some  generalities  and  a  couple  specifics. 

First,  I  certainly  appreciate  the  time 
that  you  have  this  open  for  review.   It  is  a  long 
document.   I've  read  about  four-fifths  of  it,  and 
there's  a  lot  there  that  needs  to  go  back  and  be 
studied. 

Also,  now  more  specifically,  in  terms  of 
roads,  I'd  suggest  soneplace  in  the  final  that  there  be 
a  consideration  given  to  maintenance  of  roads.   One  of 
the  difficulties  you've  had  recently  with  the  wet 
hunting  season  is  a  lot  of  tearing  up  of  the  roads  and, 
as  a  consequence,  a  lot  of  erosion,  sediment  lost, 
along  the  road  surface.   Some  way  of  maintaining  that 
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1 .  Roads  would  continue  to  be  maintained  based  on  priorities  and 
funding.  Please  also  see  the  responses  to  comments  22  and  23  of 
letter  35. 

2.  Please  see  the  response  to  comments  2  and  3  of  letter  35. 

3.  An  overview  of  water  quality  conditions  within  the  Gunnison 
Resource  Area  can  be  found  on  page  2-12  of  the  DRMP. 

The  BLM  is  not  presently  involved  in  water  quality  studies  in  the 
Gunnison  Resource  Area.  However,  the  BLM  does  have  an  active 
water  quality  inventory  and  monitoring  program  in  the  resource 
area,  with  a  short-term  goal  of  establishing  baseline  water  quality 
conditions. Please  also  see  the  response  to  comment  4  of  letter  35. 

4.  In  the  judgement  of  BLM,  the  Riparian  Zones  management  for  the 
Preferred  Alternative,  and  that  in  the  PRMP,  is  sufficient  to  provide 
for  the  control  of  recreation  and  other  activities  in  the  event  that 
negative  impacts  to  riparian  values  is  occurring.  Please  refer  to  the 
responses  to  comment  14  of  letter  82,  and  comments  22  and  23 
of  letter  35. 

5.  The  Dry  Gulch  riparian  area  and  the  associated  watershed  are 
being  evaluated  for  the  potential  to  improve  the  watershed 
condition,  livestock  forage  and  to  reduce  sedimentation  to 
downstream  lands. 

6.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  5  of  statement  6.  In 
addition,  Management  activities  in  Long  Gulch  are  detailed  in  a 
watershed  activity  plan  titled  "Long  Gulch  Sediment  Control  and 
Riparian  Habitat  Improvement  Project"  -  reference  number  CO-037- 
EA5-002.  Copies  of  the  plan  are  available  from  the  Gunnison 
Resource  Area  Office. 


P-138 


APPENDIX  P  -  COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRMP  AND  BLM  RESPONSES 


L6 


23 


would  be  very  useful,  in  terms  of  planning  for  sediment 
control . 

There  needs  to  be,  I  think,  some  updating 
of  the  data.  Certainly,  the  census  has  indicated  very 
different  figures  from  the  figures  you  got  from  the 

6  State  demographer,  at  least  for  Gunnison  County.   I 

7  think  for  some  of  the  others  also.   I  think  it  would  be 

8  helpful  if  you  could  update  the  data  with  regard  to  the 

9  grazing.   I  believe  moat  of  that  comes  from  the  1987 

10  range  management--I  forget  the  title  of  it.   But 

11  somehow  or  another,  if  you  could  include  current-use 

12  levels,  current  or  perhaps  even  tracking,  in  terms  of 

13  certain  allotments,  what  the  use  of  record  has  been 

14  since  1987  up  to  the  current  would  be  helpful.   The 

15  same  probably  would  be  true  of  recreation  use. 

16  Down  the  road,  it  would  a  1 eo  be  helpful,  I 

17  think,  to  give  some  indication  of  water  quality  and 

18  perhapB  the  indication  of  being  able  to  participate  in 

19  some  water-quality  studies.   As  you  know,  in  the 

20  Gunnison  Basin  there  are  some  that  are   about  to  be 

21  undertaken ,  as  we  11  as  those  that  are  ongoing . 

22  I  certainly  support,  very  strongly ,  the 

23  emphasis  on  the  riparian  management.   I  think  that's 

24  needed.   I  think  that  it  would  be  very  helpful  toward 
2  5       protection,  restoration,  and  enhancement .   Certainly , 


7.  The  existing  situation  regarding  The  Lake  Fork  of  The  Gunnison 
River  is  different  than  that  on  the  Dolores  River.  A  majority  of  the 
Lake  Fork  is  along  private  lands,  and  fishing  use  is  moderate  while 
rafting  and  kayak  use  is  low  to  moderate.  Commercial  outfitters 
outside  the  local  area  do  not  use  the  stream  to  a  great  degree 
because  of  the  short  use  season  and  unpredictable  flows.  The 
current  and  projected  levels  of  use,  and  the  accompanying  lack  of 
serious  commercial  use  problems  do  not  indicate  a  strong 
necessity  to  limit  and  further  regulate  river  use.  Many  aspects  of 
river  management  pertaining  to  the  Dolores  River  are  contained  in 
the  Alpine  Triangle  Recreation  Area  Management  Plan.  If  situations 
along  the  Lake  Fork  change  in  the  future,  BLM  would  reexamine 
the  existing  management  policies  and  consider  other  management 
options. 

8.  Please  see  the  response  to  comment  2  of  letter  8  regarding  the 
East  Gunnison  potential  ACEC.  In  the  PRMP,  the  area  was  not 
recommended  for  designation  for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  subject 
response. 

9.  Please  see  the  response  to  written  comment  8  of  letter  63. 
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also,  the  emphasis  on  erosion  control.   I  think  at  some 
point  in  the  final,  there  needs  to  be  further 
consideration  for  management  of  recreational  use. 

Again  becoming  a  bit  more  specific,  I'm 
not  clear,  really,  with  respect  to  the  preferred 
alternative,  what  the  plana  are  for  the  Dry  Gulch 
area.   Certainly,  I,  as  you  know,  have  indicated  my 
personal  interest  in  cooperating  with  the  BLM  and  the 
DOW  for  improvement  of  the  Dry  Gulch  area.   Grazing 
usage  on  that  area  has  dropped.   And  certainly,  thie 
appears  to  be  an  opportunity  to  begin  the  restoration 
of  that  basin. 

Also,  that  basin  is  the  producer  of  a 
tremendous  quantity  of  sediment.   And  perhaps  something 
similar  to  what  has  been  done  on  Long  Gulch  might  be 
appropriate  for  the  Dry  Gulch  Basin.   In  terms  of  the 
document,  I  think  it  would  be  helpful  to  include  a  bit 
of  a  description  on  Long  Gulch  and  what  happened  and 
the  management  principles  behind  it,  to  further  explain 
the  frequent  references  to  that  particular  site . 

I  would  suggest,  for  the  Lake  Fork,  doing 
something  similar  to  what's  been  done  on  the  Dolores. 
I  think  that  the  river  management  Btudy  that  recently 
was  done  is  an  excellent  document,  and  I  think  it  would 
be  very  helpful  on  the  Lake  Fork. 
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1  The  ACECs,  I  guess  I'm  sort  of  bused.   I 

2  would  encourage  use  of  the  ACEC  designation  for  the 

3  area  somewhat  northeast,  or  at  least  northeast  of 

4  Gunnison,  north  of  O.S.  50,  and.  basically,  the  Dry 
3  Gulch.  Cabin  Creek,  and  so  on  area. 

6  And  also,  in  terms  of  my  interest  in 

7  water.  I'm  rather  fascinated  and  would  encourage 

8  explanation  of  the  concept  of  getting  instream  rights 

9  for  the  water  flows.   If  you  can  do  it,  it  sounds 

10  great.   1  think  you'd  be  setting  a  precedent  that  would 

11  be  very  helpful  for  the  protection  of  the  riparian 

12  habitat  and  fishery  resource.   And  I  would  encourage 

13  you  to  pursue  that  effort  in  the  areas  that  you've 

14  indicated  in  the  document.   Thank  you. 

15  MR.  HERMAN:   Thank  you. 

16  MR.  BOTTOMLY.   Ralph,  may  I  ask  one 

17  clarifying  question,  please.   I'm  sure  you'll  be  more 

18  specific  in  your  written  comments  regarding  the 

19  Bpeclfic  grazing  data  that  needed  to  be  updated.   But 

20  just  for  my  benefit,  at  this  point  in  time,  are  you 

21  referring  to  actual  use.  annual  actual  use: 

22  statistics,  et  cetera? 

23  MR.  CLARK:   YeB .   Let's  see  if  I  can  dig 

24  out  the--I  think  it's  the  Cunni son- -thi b  is  a-~ 

25  MR.  BOTTOMLY:   The  Range  Program  Summary? 
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MR.  CLARK:   The  Range  Program  Summary 
Update.   And  the  figures  that  were  given  in  the 
appendix  for  this  document,  basically,  are  the  '87 
figures  that  come  out  of  here.   There  ought  to  be  Boroe 
more  current  figures,  I  think. 

MR.  BOTTOMLY:   Thank  you. 

MR.  HERMAN:   Thanks.   That's  the  last  of 
the  people  that  indicated,  when  they  signed  up,  that 
they  would  like  to  provide  testimony.   Is  there  anybody 
else  here  that  would  like  to  provide  testimony? 

MR.  HALL:   I'm  Bill  Hall,  Lake  City,  and 
I'm  in  the  real  estate  business.   I  own  some  ranches, 
although  I'm  not  a  rancher.   And  I'm  a  taxpayer,  maybe 
primarily . 

In  regard  to  range  management,  with  some 
experiences  just  in  the  last  few  days,  I  would  like  to 
state  for  the  record  that  it  sure  would  be  a  lot  easier 
on  all  the  ranchers  if  we  had  some  common  guidelines  to 
go  by  between  the  BLM  and  the  Forest  Service.   I  know 
that's  not  something  you  all  can  do,  and  I  know  that 
dividing  it  up  in  sections  of  the  country  never  got 
through  Congress  a  few  years  ago.   But  it  certainly  is 
a  mess  right  now  to  try  to  deal  with  both  agencies, 
particularly  if  they're  both  involved  in  the  same 
grazing  allotment.   Right  now,  I'd  certainly  like  for 


Responses  to  oral  statement  L  7 

1 .  Thank  you  for  the  comment.  This  issue  is  always  a  concern  among 
the  two  agencies,  and  not  only  regarding  livestock  management. 
We  will  continue  to  work  on  coordination  for  better  resource 
management. 

2.  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  comment  1  for  oral  statement  G  1 . 
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1  it  to  be  the  BLM  that  rules. 

2  The  second  thing  la,  I  have  been  involved 

3  in  the  potential  recreation  and  activity  center  here  in 

4  Lake  City,  which  is  mentioned  again  in  this  report.   I 

5  think  it  would  be  great  for  Lake  City,  and  I'd  love  to 

6  i«e  that.   I'm  a  little  concerned  that  there's  no  money 

7  in  the  budget  for  that.   I  don't  know  if  there  is  even 

8  within  the  ten  years,  but  maybe  we  could  get  something 

9  done  in  the  time  frame. 

10  Places  that  that  would  possibly  be 

11  suitable  for  in  Lake  City  are  limited.   There  was  an 

12  offer  to  the  BLM  and  Forest  Service  and  the  County 

13  combined,  I  think  a  couple  years  ago,  at  a  reduced 

14  price.   And  nobody  could  make  the  decision  or  had  the 

15  money  to  do  that.   The  Forest  Service  does  own  some 

16  property  in  town.   It  was  suggested  that  that  could  be 

17  at  least  sold  off  to  the  public,  to  provide  the  money 

18  to  buy  the  other  piece.   I  understand  the  Forest 

19  Service  regulations  would  not  allow  that.   If  they  sell 

20  that,  they  have  to  use  that  money  for  something  else 

21  which,  again,  doesn't  make  any  sense  to  me. 

22  But  I  think  that  brings  me  to  the  next 

23  point,  and  that  is  that  even  if  you  are  going  to  build 
a  center  here,  I  think  the  County  haB  got  to  look  at. 
Are  you  taking  some  more  land  off  the  tax  rolls  that 


17      2e 

1  the  remaining  few  taxpayers  have  to  support?   I  think 

2  we  have  to  figure  a  way  to  compensate  this  County  by 

3  putting  other  lands  back  on  the  tax  rolls,  if  you're 

4  taking  lands  off. 

5  The  recent  acquisition  of  the  ranch  out 

6  here  to  the  north  is  great  for  the  public  to  get  into 

7  the  high  country.   I  have  no  problem  with  that.   But  I 

8  do  have  a  problem  with  taking  it  off  the  tax  rolls 

9  without,  in  some  way,  lessening  the  burden  of  the  local 

10  taxpayer.   I  think  that's  got  to  be  something  we've  got 

11  to  address,  because  we're  going  to  die  in  this  county 

12  if  we  don't.   Our  taxes  went  up  on  vacant  land, 

13  unagricultural ,  20  percent  last  year;  on  residential, 

14  14  percent.   It  doesn't  take  very  long  for  that  to  run 

15  everybody  out. 

16  Thank  you. 

17  MR.  HERMAN:   Thank  you.   Would  anybody 

18  else  like  to  have  testimony?   If  not,  I  thank  you  all 

19  for  showing  up  and  particularly  those  who  testified. 

20  And  if  there  are  no  other  public  comments,  let  the 

21  record  show  that  these  proceedings  are  closed  at  8:13. 

22  And  with  that,  we'll  go  on  with  more  informal, 

23  one-on-one  discussions  with  anybody. 
24 

25 
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DISTRIBUTION  OF  THE  DRMP 

Over  600  copies  of  the  DRMP  were  distributed  to 
individuals,  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies,  elected 
officials,  private  interest  and  other  groups  and 
organizations,  schools,  businesses,  libraries,  land 
users,  and  others.  Distribution  was  by  use  of  volume 
mailing  by  the  printer  and  in  response  to  individual 
requests  for  the  document.  Copies  of  the  document 
were  also  available  for  public  review  and  distribution 
in  the  BLM's  offices  in  Denver,  Gunnison,  and 
Montrose. 

The  cover  letter  in  the  DRMP  solicited  comments 
from  all  recipients  and  reviewers.  The  distribution 
list  for  the  DRMP  is  included  below. 


FEDERAL  AND  STATE  ELECTED  OFFICIALS 


Federal 


The  Honorable  Hank  Brown 

The  Honorable  Ben  Nighthorse  Campbell, 

The  Honorable  Timothy  E.  Wirth 


State 


The  Honorable  Steve  Acquafresca 
The  Honorable  Sam  Cassidy 
The  Honorable  Lewis  H.  Entz 
The  Honorable  Bob  Pastore 
The  Honorable  Roy  Romer 


BOARDS  OF  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 


Gunnison  County 
Hinsdale  County 
Ouray  County 
Saguache  County 
San  Juan  County 


MUNICIPAL  GOVERNMENTS 

Crested  Butte  Town  Council 
Gunnison  City  Council 
Lake  City  Board  of  Trustees 


Mt.  Crested  Butte  Town  Council 
Silverton  Town  Council 


AGENCIES 


Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
Golden,  CO 
Washington,  D.  C. 
Boulder  County  PIP 
Colorado  Department  of  Highways 
Colorado  Department  of  Natural  Resources 
Assistant  Director 
Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor  Recreation 

Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program 
Division  of  Water  Resources 
Division  of  Wildlife 
Gunnison 
Montrose 
Colorado  Division  of  Water  Resources 
Colorado  State  Forest  Service 
Gunnison 
Grand  Junction 
District  10  Regional  Planning  Commission 
Gunnison  City  Manager 
Gunnison  City  Planning  Commission 
Gunnison  County  Administrator 
Gunnison  County  Planning  Commission 
Montrose  County  Planning  Commission 
Mt.  Crested  Butte  Town  Planning  Department 
Ouray  County  Land  Use  Administrator 
Saguache  County 

State  Board  of  Land  Commissioners 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
Forest  Service 

Cebolla  Ranger  District 
Grand  Mesa,  Uncompahgre,  and  Gunnison 
National  Forest 
Ouray  Ranger  District 
Paonia  Ranger  District 
Taylor  River  Ranger  District 
Washington,  D.  C. 
Soil  Conservation  Service 
Gunnison,  CO 
Montrose,  CO 
Center,  CO 
Olathe,  CO 
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United  States  Department  of  Defense 
Air  Force 

Assistant  Secretary 

Boiling  Air  Force  Base 
Army 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
United  States  Department  of  Energy 
Grand  Junction,  CO 
Oak  Ridge,  TN 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Federal      Energy      Regulatory      Commission, 
Washington,  D.  C. 
Western  Area  Power  Administration 

Montrose,  CO 

Golden,  CO 

Salt  Lake  City,  UT 
United  States  Department  of  Interior 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
Geological  Survey 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 

ATROW  Staff  CSO 

Big  Sky  Resource  Area 

Canon  City  District  Office 

Challis  Resource  Area 

Colorado  State  Office 

Craig  District  Office 

Grand  Junction  District  Office 

Kremmling  Resource  Area 

San  Juan  Resource  Area 

Service  Center 

Tulsa  District  Office 
Minerals  Management  Service 
Bureau  of  Mines 

Denver,  CO 

Washington,  D.  C. 
National  Park  Service 

Gunnison,  CO 

Montrose,  CO 

Denver,  CO 

Washington,  D.  C. 
Office  of  Surface  Mining 

Denver,  CO 

Washington,  D.  C. 
Bureau  of  Reclamation 

Montrtose,  CO 

Grand  Junction,  CO 

Denver,  CO 

Salt  Lake  City,  UT 


United  States  Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
Lakewood,  CO 
Washington,  D.  C. 


MONTROSE  DISTRICT  ADVISORY  COUNCILS 
AND  BOARDS 

Montrose  District  Advisory  Council 

William  Bauer 

Don  Berry 

John  F.  Frost 

William  Harris 

Dr.  J.  Stuart  Krebs 

Edwin  H.  Marston 

Margaret  Masson 

Jerald  McDaniel 

James  O.  Skellet 

Ms.  Carmen  Lawrence-Tucker 

Montrose  District  Grazing  Advisory  Board 

Ross  Allen 
Russel  Hindmarsh 
Ed  Howard 
Raymond  Snyder 
James  J.  Suckla 
Stan  Whinnery 


BUSINESSES 

Amax  Coal  Company 

Bear  Claw  Ranch 

Black  Canyon  Corner 

Bratton  &  Associates 

Buttes  Resources  Company 

Club  20 

Coal  Creek  Angling  Service 

Colorado  Counties,  Incorporated 

Colorado  Ute  Electric  Association 

Crested  Butte  Rafting 

Delta/Montrose  Electric  Association 

Design  Shop 

Earth  Sciences,  Inc. 

Forest  Queen  Mine 
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Gunnison  County  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Gunnison  County  Electric  Association 

High  Country  Outfitters  Inc. 

High  Country  River  Rafters 

Homestake  Mining  Company 

Hugh  Corrigan  IV,  Atty  at  Law 

Jerry  Greene  Consulting  and  Engineering 

Lake  City  Chamber  of  Commerce 

LCM,  Ltd. 

Marathon  Oil  Company 

Moncrief  Oil  Co. 

Montrose  County  Chamber  of  Commerce 

Native  Sun  Construction 

Omega  Hy grade  Ltd. 

Ouray  Chamber  of  Commerce 

PIC  Technologies 

Rocky  Top  Lodge 

Sheppard  &  Associates 

Sherrill  &  Allgeier 

Silverton  Standard  and  Mine 

Tech  Resources,  Inc. 

Union  Pacific  Resource 

VALCRO,  Inc. 

Western  Region  Land  Texaco 


FORESTRY  RELATED  BUSINESSES 

Triangle  Forest  Products 

Bartholomew  Lumber  Company 

Mountain  Valley  Lumber,  Inc. 

Blue  Mesa  Forest  Products,  Inc. 

Brookhart  Lumber  Company 

Doug  Jones  Sawmill 

Douglas  Studs,  Inc. 

Emory  Ray  Lumber 

Fraser  and  Sons 

Building  Logs,  Inc. 

Gray  Brothers  Logging 

Woodman  Industries 

Hansen  Lumber  Company 

High  Valley  Lumber 

Little  Loggers 

Jackson  Lumber  Company 

Jones  Lumber  Company,  Inc. 

Koch  Timber 

Louisiana  Pacific  Corp. 

YY  Wood 

Petersen  Timber  Company 

Figure  3  Sawmill 

Pleasant  Logging  &  Milling  Corporation 


Rock  -  Tree  Company 
Ronzio  Firewood 
Sebring  Lumber  Company 
Spencer  Sawmill 
Stone  Forest  Industries 
Todd  Enterprises 
Walker  Logging 
Parker  Wiggin  Logging 
Young  Wholesale  Lumber 


GRAZING  PERMITTEES 

7M  Company 
Adams  Ranch 
Adams,  Wesley  D. 
Allen  Brothers 
Antholz,  Leona 
Bonus,  Ted  T. 
Bomar,  Jimmie 
Braden,  Dennis 
Bullington,  Burton  J. 
Bullington,  Sandra  M. 
Cassidy,  John  V. 
Chuchuru  Brothers 
Cimarron  Land 
Cole,  Junior  A. 
Cole,  Roger 
Coleman,  Melvin 
Collins,  Russell 
Collins,  Russell  H. 
Colorado-Utah 
Crosson,  David  L. 
Curecanti  Sheep  Company 
Delany,  Robert 
Deltonto,  Joe 
Denison,  Jerry 
Dunbar  Ranches 
Elze,  Richard  &  Ochs 
Elze,  William 
Fandrich,  J.W. 
Field,  Fred 

Flat  Top  Cattle  Association 
Gately,  Dana  R. 
Gateview  Ranch,  Inc. 
Gateway  Ranch 
Glivar,  James  F. 
Gray,  Nick 
Guerrieri,  Paul  P. 
Harris,  Elma  L. 
Hazard,  Helen  Estate 
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Hicks  Family  Trust 

Hollenbeck,  Gene 

Hollenbeck,  Inc. 

Holman  Brothers 

Howard,  Edward 

Howard,  Edward  D. 

Howard,  Michael  R. 

Hoyt,  W.  E. 

Irby,  Charles  Robert 

Irby,  Stan 

Jiminez,  Joe  II 

Judson,  John 

Kreuger,  Harold  F. 

Krueger  Ranch  Company 

Lee,  Bruce  CCA 

Leonard,  John  W. 

Leonard,  Ralph  E. 

Leonard,  Randall  E. 

Lester,  Freeman 

Lickiss,  Wayne 

Masden,  D.  A.  &  Sons 

Maurer,  Albert 

Mc  Cutchin,  Ronald 

McJunkin,  HH  Jr.  Inc. 

McLain,  David  J. 

Miller,  Harry  Ranch 

Miller,  Ronald  W. 

Moncrief,  W.A.  Jr. 

Moore,  Wayne 

Nicolas  Brothers 

Nielson,  Ed 

Norsworthy,  Lamar 

Ochs  Brothers 

Peterson  Ranch  Inc. 

Phelps,  Duane  R. 

Phelps,  Lawrence 

Piloni,  Deno  C.  &  Iva 

Raleigh  Flick  Estate 

Reece,  Peggy  Lue 

Rice,  Ralph  E. 

Rickenbaugh,  Kent  &  Caroline 

Rivergate  Ranch  Association 

Robbins,  Edward  N. 

Roper,  Robert  L. 

Rudibaugh,  Rudy 

Ryan,  James  H. 

Sammons,  Jim 

Sammons  Land 

Seay,  Charles  E. 

Sharp,  Robert  N. 

Snyder,  Terrell 


Soderquist,  Andrew  A. 
Soderquist,  Dean  L. 
Soderquist  Ranches 
Spann,  Ken 
Spann,  Virgil  and  Lee 
Stan  field,  Ross 
Steenbergen,  Donald 
Stratman,  James 
Taramarcaz,  Joseph  P. 
Taramarcaz,  Lee 
Vader  Cloverleaf  Ranch 
Vader,  Harry 
Vader,  P&J  Ranch 
Van  Tuyl  Ranches 
Veo,  Mae 
Vickers  Brothers 
Ward,  J.  S. 
Ward  Ranches,  Inc. 
Watson,  Woodrow  W. 
Whinnery,  Robert 
Wilson,  John  Adams 
Wilson,  Richard  B. 
Wilson,  Wendell 
Wisely  Family  Trust 
Wright,  Burton 
Yocum,  Grace  E. 
Youmans,  Cora 
Youmans,  Joseph 
Youmans,  Patrick  I. 


INTEREST  GROUPS 

The  Access  Fund 

American  Rivers 

Audubon  Society 

BIO-ENVIRONS 

Blue  Mesa  Recreation  Association 

Colorado  Association  of  Four  Wheel  Drive  Clubs, 

Inc. 

Colorado  Cattlemen's  Association 

Colorado  Environmental  Coalition 

Colorado  Mining  Association 

Colorado  Mountain  Club 

Colorado  Native  Plant  Society 

Colorado  Off-Hwy.  Vehicle  Coalition 

Colorado  Timber  Industry  Association 

Colorado  Trail  Riders 

Grand  Junction  Geological  Society 

Gunnison  County  Stockgrowers'  Association 

High  Country  Citizen's  Alliance 
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Hinsdale  County  Historical  Society 

League  of  Women  Voters 

Mile  High  Jeep  Club 

National  Cattleman's  Association 

National  Park  &  Conservation  Association 

National  Wildlife  Federation 

Natural  Resources  Defense  Council 

Public  Land  Foundation 

Rocky  Mountain  Bighorn  Society 

Rocky  Mountain  Oil  and  Gas  Association 

San  Luis  Valley  Cattlemen's  Association 

Sierra  Club 

Sinapu 

The  Nature  Conservancy 

Trout  Unlimited 

Uncompahgre  Livestock  Association 

United  Four  Wheel  Drive  Association 

Western  Colorado  Congress 

Western  Slope  ATV  Association 

Western  Small  Miners'  Association 

Western  Utility  Group 

Wilderness  Study  Group 


LIBRARIES 

Crested  Butte  Library 
Gunnison  County  Library 
Lake  City  Public  Library 
Mesa  County  Public  Library 
Montrose  Library  District 


MEDIA 

Associated  Press 

Crested  Butte  Chronicle  and 

Delta  County  Independent 

Dolores  Star 

Dove  Creek  Press 

Durango  Herald 

Forum  Newspapers,  Inc. 

Grand  Junction  Daily  Sentinel 

Gunnison  Country  Times 

High  Country  News 

KBUTFM 

KDGO  AM  Radio 

KDTA  Radio 

KGUC  AM/FM  Radio 

KJCT  Television 

KKXK  FM  /  KUBC  AM 


KQIL  Radio  and  KQIX  Radio 

KREX  Television 

KREY  TV 

KSTR  AM  &  FM  Radio 

KVLE  FM  Radio 

KVNF  FM  Community  Radio 

Mancos  Times-Tribune 

Journal /Cortez  Sentinel 

Montrose  Daily  Press 

North  Fork  Times 

Ouray  County  Plaindealer 

Silver  World  Publishing 

Telluride  Times 

The  Chronicle 


PERSONS 

Asper,  Darwin  E. 

Behnken,  James 

Bernhardt,  Barbara 

Bemis,  Ted  T. 

Berry,  Don 

Blaum,  Ray 

Bottomly,  Bill 

Carl,  Tom 

Carrick,  David 

Christenson,  David 

Clark,  Ralph  E. 

Condrat,  Charles 

Crawford,  Jamey 

Cudlip,  Lynn 

Curtis,  Kelly 

DeHaan,  Ruth  V. 

Denham,  Larry 

Denton,  Denny  J. 

DeVore,  Chad 

Doran,  Clyde 

Doran,  Clyde 

Drake,  Carol  M. 

Dunn,  Carman  W. 

Dunn,  James  P. 

Dunn,  William  M. 

Gibbs,  Phillip  Paul 

Goodhue,  Dennis  D. 

Greenwood,  Walter  P. 

Gregory,  Lee 

Hall,  Dan 

Hall,  Denis  B. 

Hall,  William  and  Ruthanna 

Hansen,  John 
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RECOMMENDATIONS  FOR  ACTIVITY  PLAN 

PREPARATION,  REVISION,  OR  UPDATING 

This  Appendix  consolidates  recommendations  made  in  Chapter  Four  regarding  the  preparation  or  updating  of  a 
variety  of  activity  level  plans,  such  as  Recreation  Area  Management  Plans  (RAMPs)  or  Cultural  Resource 
Management  Plans  (CRMPs).  Also  included  are  the  recommendations  from  Chapter  Four  regarding  the  preparation 
of  integrated,  comprehensive,  and  coordinated  multi-resource  level  activity  plans.  The  plans  are  referred  to  in  the 
PRMP  as  Coordinated  Resource  Management  Activity  Plans  (CRMAPs).  This  Appendix  also  consolidates  the 
recommendations  made  in  Chapter  Four  that  would  require  certain  or  all  resources  to  be  incorporated  or  considered 
during  the  preparation,  revision,  or  updating  of  either  single  resource  activity  level  plans  or  CRMAPs.  The  actions 
under  the  header  "ACTIVITY  PLAN  RECOMMENDATIONS  IN  THE  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT 
SECTION"  would,  unless  otherwise  noted,  apply  to  the  entire  Planning  Area.  The  actions  under  the  header 
"ACTIVITY  PLAN  RECOMMENDATIONS  IN  MANAGEMENT  UNIT  PRESCRIPTIONS"  would  apply  to 
specific  Management  Units.  Any  proposed  single  resource  activity  plan  could  be  combined  into  a  CRMAP  if 
appropriate. 

ACTIVITY  PLAN  RECOMMENDATIONS  IN  THE  STANDARD  MANAGEMENT  SECTION 

RECOMMENDATIONS  TO  PREPARE,  DEVELOP.  UPDATE,  OR  REVISE  ACTIVITY  PLANS 

page  4-5:  Wildlife  Habitat  Management.  The  Habitat  Management  Plan  (HMP)  for  the 

Planning  Area  would  be  revised  and  implemented  consistent  with  BLM's  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Plan  for  Colorado  -  Program  for  the  Decade.  The  HMP  would 
prescribe  land  use  and  species  management  guidance  for  the  mutual  benefit  of 
wildlife,  fish,  special  status  plant  and  animal  species  and  habitat,  and  other 
resources  on  public  lands.  Objectives  of  the  revised  HMP  would  include,  but 
would  not  be  limited  to,  methods  to  manage  public  lands  to  help  meet,  within 
carrying  capacities  of  the  habitat,  CDOW  long-range  herd  goals,  maintain  or 
improve  vegetation  communities  to  benefit  both  game  and  non-game  wildlife, 
implement  a  program  to  increase  the  quantity  and  quality  of  crucial  big  game 
winter  range,  and  implement  cooperative  plans  and  projects  with  CDOW  and 
other  organizations  to  maintain  or  enhance  big  game  and/or  upland  game 
habitats. 

page  4-11:  Existing  and  future  activity  plans,  such  as  AMPs  or  CRMAPs,  would,  based  on 

staffing  capabilities,  be  evaluated  and  either  modified  or  revised  as  necessary, 
using  a  coordinated,  interdisciplinary  approach.  New  activity  plans  would  also 
be  developed  with  interdisciplinary  input  and  consultation  with  permittees  and 
other  affected  interests.  Activity  plans  would  incorporate  allotment  specific 
objectives  for  maintaining  or  improving  livestock  forage,  wildlife  and  fish 
habitat,  and  riparian  areas.  Activity  plans  would  also  prescribe  management 
actions  including  grazing  practices,  range  improvements,  changes  in  season  of 
use,  and  other  management  actions  to  achieve  allotment  specific  objectives. 
Innovative  or  non-traditional  management  strategies  would  also  be  considered. 

page  4-12:  One  Planning  Area-wide  Forest  Management  Plan  (FMP)  would  be  completed 

that  would  incorporate  and  update  the  two  existing  FMPs. 

page  4-13:  A  CRMAP  for  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA  would  be  prepared  that  incorporates 

appropriate  actions  contained  in  the  existing  Recreation  Area  Management  Plan 
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(RAMP)  and  the  prescriptions  for  Management  Units  1,  4,  5,  6,  and  that  part 
of  unit  15  located  in  the  SRMA. 

page  4-13:  In  Management  Unit  2,  public  lands  in  the  Powderhom  Primitive  Area  SRMA 

would  be  managed  for  primitive  and  semi-primitive,  non  motorized  recreation 
and  scenic  opportunities  and  for  the  maintenance  and  enhancement  of  natural 
values.  A  RAMP  would  be  prepared  and  would  include  goals  within  BLM's 
Recreation  2000:  A  Strategic  Plan. 

page  4-14:  Protection  of  cultural  resources  would  be  considered  in  all  activity  plans. 

page  4-14:  Wilderness  Management  Plans  would  be  prepared  for  any  area(s)  designated  and 

the  area(s)  would  be  managed  as  wilderness. 

page  4-15:  A  land  sale/disposal  activity  plan  would  be  prepared  for  Category  I  lands, 

indicating  disposal  techniques,  priorities,  and  implementation  timing. 

page  4-15:  The  transportation  plan  map  would  be  updated. 

page  4-16:  A  site-specific  burn  plan  and  Environmental  Analysis  (EA)  would  be  prepared 

prior  to  authorizing  any  prescribed  burns. 


RECOMMENDATIONS      TO       INCLUDE.       INCORPORATE.       OR       IDENTIFY      CERTAIN 
RESOURCES/RESOURCE  USES  IN  ACTIVITY  PLANS 

page  4-2:  Specific,   desired  plant  communities  would  be  identified  in  activity  plans. 

Exceptions  to  a  late  serai  ecological  status  needed  to  meet  objectives  would  be 
identified  in  activity  plans. 

page  4-2:  Site-specific  riparian  management  strategies,  projects,  or  improvements  would 

be  included  in  activity  plans  and  would  be  implemented  by  priority,  as  to  be 
determined  by  riparian  area  inventories. 

page  4-8:  In  Management  Units  14  or  15,  the  4  inch  stubble  height  requirement  would  be 

incorporated  into  all  existing  activity  plans  in  these  two  management  units,  since 
existing  plans  do  not  adequately  address  riparian  concerns.  When  outdated 
activity  plans  are  evaluated,  modified,  or  revised,  riparian  concerns  would 
address  the  following  management  guidance:  site  specific  objectives  would  be 
consistent  with  riparian  area  goals  established  in  this  plan  for  Management  Units 
14  and  15. 

page  4-8:  In  all  riparian  areas,  except  in  units  14  or  15,  the  2XA  inch  stubble  height  would 

be  incorporated  into  all  existing  AMPs  or  other  activity  plans.  When  outdated 
activity  plans  are  evaluated,  modified,  or  revised,  riparian  concerns  would 
address  the  following  guidance:  site  specific  objectives  would  be  consistent  with 
riparian  area  goals  established  in  this  plan,  including  the  maintenance, 
restoration,  or  improvement  of  riparian  conditions  (hydrologic,  soil,  and 
vegetation)  and  natural  values. 
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page  4-9:  Range  Improvements 

Structural  and  non-structural  range  improvements  such  as  fences,  water 
developments,  burns,  spray  treatments,  and  others  would  continue  to  be 
identified  and  prescribed  in  activity  plans  or  grazing  agreements.  This  would 
facilitate  livestock  management  to  achieve  specific  management  and  resource 
objectives  defined  in  activity  plans  or  agreements. 

page  4-12:  Range  readiness  would  be  incorporated  into  existing  AMP's  utilizing  the  criteria 

specified  in  Appendix  B.  This  would  provide  flexibility  for  early  turnout  on 
areas  that  have  adequate  time  for  plant  and  riparian  system  recovery.  On 
allotments  with  AMP's  or  other  activity  plans,  plan  objectives  and  actions  would 
also  be  considered  when  determining  turnout  dates.  However,  readiness  criteria 
for  allotments  with  AMP's  or  other  activity  plans  would  be  specific  to  the 
allotment  and/or  areas  within  it.  Range  readiness  criteria  as  documented  in 
Appendix  B  would  be  used  until  specific  criteria  can  be  incorporated  into  each 
AMP  or  other  activity  plan. 

page  4-12:  Monitoring 

9)  Ecological  site  inventories  for  uplands  and  riparian  areas  would  be 

conducted  in  preparation  for  activity  plans  as  needed  on  category  "I" 
allotments.   This  would  be  done  as  part  of  the  activity  plan  preparation 
process,  and  as  funding  and  personnel  allow, 
page  4-16:  Activity  plans  would  consider  the  remediation  of  known  hazards. 

ACTIVITY  PLAN  RECOMMENDATIONS  IN  MANAGEMENT  UNIT  PRESCRIPTIONS 

RECOMMENDATIONS  TO  PREPARE,  DEVELOP,  UPDATE,  OR  REVISE  ACTIVITY  PLANS 

page  4-18:  In  Management  Unit  1,  and  the  Alpine  Triangle  Special  Recreation  Management 

Area  (SRMA),  A  CRMAP  would  be  prepared,  incorporating  the  management 
actions  in  the  existing  RAMP,  Recreation  2000  goals  and  the  back  country 
byway,  the  Alpine  Loop  Cultural  Resource  Management  Plan  (CRMP),  historic 
site  management,  visual  resource  management,  and  the  resources  in  all 
management  units  in  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA. 

page  4-19:  In  Management  Unit  1 ,  the  Alpine  Loop  CRMP  would  be  prepared  to  direct  the 

development,  maintenance,  stabilization,  and  interpretation  of  these  appropriate 
historic  resources  for  passive,  non-consumptive  recreation  opportunities  in 
Management  Unit  1 .  This  plan  would  be  incorporated  into  the  CRMAP  for  the 
unit  and  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA.  Interpretation  would  emphasize  the 
protection  of  historic  sites,  buildings,  and  facilities  in  order  to  prevent 
vandalism.  Management  for  units  4,  5,  6,  and  part  of  unit  15  would  be 
incorporated  into  the  CRMAP. 

page  4-21:  In  Management  Unit  2,  the  Powderhorn  Primitive  Area  SRMA,  a  Recreation 

Area  Management  Plan  (RAMP)  would  be  prepared,  emphasizing  the 
enhancement  of  natural  values  and  primitive  recreation  opportunities. 
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page  4-26:  In  Management  Unit  7,  the  West  Antelope  Creek  ACEC,  a  CRMAP  would  be 

prepared.    Management  for  unit  9  would  be  incorporated  into  the  CRMAP. 

page  4-28:  In  Management  Unit  8,  the  South  Beaver  Creek  ACEC,  an  integrated  ACEC 

management  plan  would  be  prepared. 

page  4-29:  In  Management  Unit  10,  a  HMP  would  be  prepared. 

page  4-32:  For  Management  Unit  12,  a  HMP  or  a  CRMAP  would  be  developed  focusing 

on  overall  habitat  improvement  and  intensive  habitat  management.  The  plan 
would  include  treatments  and  projects  in  uplands  and  riparian  ecosystems  to 
increase  the  production  and  composition  of  bitterbrush,  serviceberry,  mountain 
mahogany,  willows,  and  cottonwoods.  Methods  would  include  shrub  plantings, 
burning,  and  techniques  to  convert  decadent  sagebrush  stands  to  stands 
dominated  by  young  sagebrush  plants  in  the  uplands. 

page  4-33:  In  Management  Unit  13,  activity  plans,  such  as  CRMAPs  or  AMPs,  would  be 

developed,  and  existing  AMPs  would  be  updated  as  needed  using  CRMAP 
standards  and  procedures.  Existing  range  improvements  and  treatments  would 
be  maintained  and  new  range  improvements  and  treatments  would  be  developed 
according  to  updated  or  new  activity  plans. 

page  4-36:  For  Management  Unit  15,  the  Resource  Area  HMP  would  be  revised  to  include 

the  recommendations  in  the  Management  Unit  prescription. 

RECOMMENDATIONS       TO       INCLUDE.       INCORPORATE.       OR       IDENTIFY      CERTAIN 
RESOURCES/RESOURCE  USES  IN  ACTIVITY  PLANS 

page  4-23:  For  Management  Unit  4,  the  American  Basin  ACEC,  specific  and  detailed 

management  would  be  included  as  part  of  the  CRMAP  to  be  prepared  for  the 
Alpine  Triangle  SRMA,  Management  Unit  1. 

page  4-24:  For  Management  Unit  5,  the  Redcloud  Peak  ACEC,  specific  management  of 

resources  would  be  incorporated  into  the  CRMAP  to  be  prepared  for  the  Alpine 
Triangle  SRMA,  Management  Unit  1. 

page  4-25:  For  Management  Unit  6,  the  Slumgullion  Earthflow  National  Natural  Landmark 

ACEC,  specific  management  for  resources,  including  interpretation  of  the 
earthflow  and  other  natural  values  in  the  unit,  would  be  included  in  the  CRMAP 
to  be  prepared  for  the  Alpine  Triangle  SRMA,  Management  Unit  1. 

page  4-27:  In  Management  Unit  7,  the  West  Antelope  Creek  ACEC,  non-conflicting  and 

compatible  livestock  management  objectives,  projects,  and  mitigating  measures 
would  be  incorporated  into  new  activity  plans,  such  as  AMPs,  HMPs  or 
CRMAPs,  before  being  implemented. 

Page  4-28:  For  Management  Unit  9,  the  Dillon  Pinnacles  ACEC,  specific  management 

actions  would  be  included  in  the  CRMAP  for  unit  7. 
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page  4-3 1 :  In  Management  Unit  1 1 ,  sagebrush  treatments  and  management  to  improve  sage 

grouse  habitat  would  be  incorporated  into  all  activity  plans,  such  as  AMPs  or 
CRMAPs,  and  their  design,  implementation,  and  management  would  incorporate 
as  a  minimum  the  sage  grouse  habitat  management  guidelines  in  Appendix  A. 
Deviations  from  these  guidelines  may  be  granted  by  the  authorized  officer  if  it 
can  be  demonstrated  that  short  term  impacts  would  be  offset  by  long  term 
benefits  to  sage  grouse  and  their  habitat. 

page  4-34:  In  Management  Unit  13,  activity  plans  developed  that  involve  lands  at  High 

Mesa,  Hartman  Rocks,  and  Big  Mesa  would  include  and  consider  management 
objectives  for  all  resources,  including  recreation  management. 

page  4-35:  In  Management  Unit  14,  riparian  improvement  strategies  and/or  projects  would 

be  included  in  all  CRMAPs  and  other  activity  plans  and  implemented. 
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ACRONYMS 


ACEC:  Area  of  Critical  Environment  Concern  MBF: 

ALMRS:  Automated  Lands  and  Minerals  Record  MFP: 

System  MSA: 

AMP:  Allotment  Management  Plan  NEPA: 

APD:  Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  NPS: 

ARPA:  Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act  NRHP: 

AUM:  Animal  Unit  Month  NSO: 

BLM:  Bureau  of  Land  Management  NWPS: 

BOM:  Bureau  of  Mines  NWASRA: 

BOR:  Bureau  of  Reclamation  ONA: 

CEC:  Colorado  Environmental  Coalition  OHV: 

C&MU:  Classification  and  Multiple  Use  Act  PLO: 

CDOW:  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  RAMP: 

CEQ:  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  RAP: 

CFR:  Code  of  Federal  Regulations .  R&PP: 

cfs:  cubic  feet  per  second  RCA: 

CNAP:  Colorado  Natural  Areas  Program  RCL: 

CNR  A:  Curecanti  National  Recreation  Area  RMP: 

CRMP:  Cultural  Resources  Management  Plan  RNA: 

CRMAP:  Coordinated  Resource  Management  Activity  RS: 

Plan  ROD: 

DOE:  Department  of  Energy  RPS: 

EA:  Environmental  Assessment  RVD: 

EIS:  Environmental  Impact  Statement  SCS: 

EMS:  Existing  Management  Situation  SRMA: 

EPA:  Environmental  Protection  Agency  T&E: 

ERMA:  Extensive  Recreation  Management  Area  TDS: 

FERC:  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  TPCC: 

FLPMA:  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 

FMP:  Forest  Management  Plan  TSP: 

FMU:  Forest  Management  Unit  USC: 

FR:  Federal  Register  USDA: 

GAG:  Geologic  Advisory  Group  USDI: 

GMU:  Game  Management  Unit  USFS: 

GIS:  Geographic  Information  System  USFWS: 

GRA:  Gunnison  Resource  Area  USGS: 

HMP:  Habitat  Management  Plan  VRM: 

IBLA:  Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals  WAPA: 

IGMC:  Interim  Grazing  Management  Criteria  WSA: 

IMP:  Interim  Management  Policy  (Wilderness)  WSR: 

KGS:  Known  Geologic  Structure 

kv:  kilovolt 


Thousand  Board  Feet 
Management  Framework  Plan 
Management  Situation  Analysis 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
National  Park  Service 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
No  Surface  Occupancy 
National  Wilderness  Preservation  System 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act 
Outstanding  Natural  Area 
Off-Highway  Vehicle 
Public  Land  Order 
Recreation  Area  Management  Plan 
Resource  Area  Profile 
Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act 
Resource  Capability  Analysis 
Resource  Capability  Level 
Resource  Management  Plan 
Research  Natural  Area 
Revised  Statute 
Record  of  Decision 
Rangeland  Program  Summary 
Recreation  Visitor  Day 
Soil  Conservation  Service 
Special  Recreation  Management  Area 
Threatened  and  Endangered 
Total  Dissolved  Solids 
Timber  Production  Capabilities 
Classification 

Total  Suspended  Particulates 
United  States  Code 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
U.S.  Forest  Service 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
U.S.  Geological  Survey 
Visual  Resource  Management 
Western  Area  Power  Administration 
Wilderness  Study  Area 
Wild  and  Scenic  River 


GLOSSARY 

ACCELERATED  SOIL  LOSS.  Soil  loss  that  is  a  direct  or  indirect  result  of  historic  and  present  human  activities.  Accelerated  soil  loss  is 
that  which  occurs  in  addition  to  the  soil  loss  attributable  to  natural  processes  acting  on  undisturbed  landscapes. 

ACTIVE  GRAZING  PREFERENCE.  That  portion  of  the  grazing  preference  expressed  in  Animal  Units  per  Month  (AUMs),  that  are  available 
to  be  licensed  for  use  during  any  one  grazing  year. 

ACTIVITY  PLAN.  A  site-specific  or  resource/resource  use  plan  which  precedes  project  implement,  construction,  or  actual  development,  usually 
emphasizing  a  single  resource  or  use  on  public  lands;  the  most  detailed  level  of  BLM  planning. 

AIR  QUALITY  CLASSES.  Classifications  established  under  the  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  portion  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  which 
limits  the  amount  of  air  pollution  considered  significant  within  an  area.  Class  I  applies  to  areas  where  almost  any  changed  in  air  quality  would 
be  significant;  Class  II  applies  to  areas  where  the  deterioration  normally  accompanying  moderate  well-controlled  growth  would  be  insignificant; 
and  Class  III  applies  to  areas  where  industrial  deterioration  would  generally  be  insignificant. 

ALLOCATE.  To  define  allowable  resource  usee  and  related  levels  of  production  or  use  to  be  maintained. 

ALLOTMENT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (AMP).  A  concisely  written  program  of  livestock  grazing  management,  including  supportive  measures 
if  required,  designed  to  attain  specific  multiple-use  management  goals  in  a  grazing  allotment. 

ALLOTMENT  CATEGORIZATION.  As  an  aid  in  prioritizing  grazing  allotments  for  grazing  management  system  development,  all  allotments 
have  been  tentatively  placed  into  one  of  three  categories:  (1)  Maintainor  "M";  (2)  Improve  or  "I";  and  (3)  Custodial  or  "C".  Allotments  within 
each  category  do  not  have  to  meet  all  the  criteria  to  be  managed  according  to  the  category  objectives.   Category  criteria  are: 

AUTHORIZE.   To  grant  permission,  usually  of  a  discretionary  nature,  to  engage  in  an  allowable  use. 

"M"  (MAINTAIN)  CATEGORY  CRITERIA.  Present  range  condition  is  satisfactory;  allotments  have  moderate  or  high  resource  production 
potential  (or  trend  is  moving  in  that  direction);  no  serious  resource-use  conflicts/controversy  exist;  opportunities  may  exist  for 
positive  economic  return  from  public  investments;  and  present  management  appears  satisfactory. 

"I"  (IMPROVE)  CATEGORY  CRITERIA.  Present  range  condition  is  unsatisfactory;  allotments  have  moderate  to  high  resource  production 
potential  and  are  producing  at  low  to  moderate  levels;  serious  resource-use  conflicts/controversy  exist;  opportunities  exist  for 
positive  economic  return  from  public  investments;  and  present  management  appears  unsatisfactory. 

"C"  (CUSTODIAL)  CATEGORY  CRITERIA.  Present  range  condition  is  not  a  factor;  allotment  have  low  resource  production  potential  and 
are  producing  near  their  potential;  limited  resource-use  conflicts/controversy  may  exist;  opportunities  for  positive  economic  return 
on  public  investments  do  not  exist  or  are  constrained  by  technological  or  economic  factors;  and  present  management  appears 
satisfactory  or  is  the  only  logical  practice  under  existing  resource  conditions. 

ALLOTMENT.  An  area  of  land  where  one  or  more  operators  graze  their  livestock.  It  generally  consists  of  public  lands  but  may  include  parcels 
of  private  or  state-owned  lands.   The  number  of  livestock  and  period  of  use  are  stipulated  for  each  allotment. 

ALLOWABLE  CUT.  The  amount  of  timber  which  can  be  harvested  on  an  annual  or  decadal  basis  consistent  with  the  principle  of  sustained 
yield.   The  allowable  cut  includes  all  planned  timber  harvest  volumes  exclusive  of  such  products  as  Christmas  trees,  branches,  and  cones. 

ALLUVIAL  SOIL.  A  soil  developing  from  recently  deposited  alluvium  and  exhibiting  essentially  no  horizon  development  or  modification  of 
the  recently  deposited  materials. 

ALLUVIUM.  Clay,  silt,  sand,  gravel,  or  other  rock  materials  transported  by  flowing  water.  Deposited  in  comparatively  recent  geologic  time 
as  sorted  or  semisorted  sediment  in  riverbeds,  estuaries,  floodplains,  lakes,  and  shores,  and  in  fans  at  the  base  of  mountain  slopes. 

AMBIENT  AIR  QUALITY.  The  state  of  the  atmosphere  at  ground  level  as  defined  by  the  range  of  measured  and/or  predicted  ambient 
concentrations  of  all  significant  pollutants  for  all  averaging  periods  of  interest. 

ANIMAL  UNIT  MONTH  (AUM).   The  amount  of  forage  necessary  to  sustain  one  cow  or  its  equivalent  for  a  period  of  one  month. 

APPLICATION.    A  written  request,  petition  or  offer  to  lease  lands  for  the  purpose  of  oil  and  gas  exploration  and/or  the  right  of  extraction. 

AQUATIC.   Living  or  growing  in  or  on  the  water. 


AREA  OF  CRITICAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONCERN  (ACEC).  An  area  established  through  the  planning  process  as  provided  in  FLPMA 
where  special  management  attention  is  required  (when  such  areas  are  developed  or  used  or  where  no  development  is  required)  to  protect  and 
prevent  irreparable  damage  to  important  historic,  cultural,  or  scenic  values;  or  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources  or  other  natural  systems  or 
processes;  or  to  protect  life  and  afford  safety  from  natural  hazards. 

BEST  MANAGEMENT  PRACTICE.  A  practice,  or  a  combination  of  practices,  determined  by  a  state  or  a  designated  planning  agency  to  be 
the  most  effective,  practicable  means  of  preventing  or  reducing  the  amount  of  pollution  generated  by  nonpoint  sources  to  a  level  compatible  with 
water  quality  goals. 

BIG  GAME.  Larger  species  of  wildlife  that  are  hunted,  such  as  elk,  deer,  bighorn  sheep,  and  pronghorn  antelope.  Unless  otherwise  noted, 
big  game  in  this  RMP/EIS  refers  to  elk  and  deer. 

BLM  LAND.   Land  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

BLOWOUT.    A  small  area  from  which  wind  erosion  has  removed  all  or  almost  all  of  the  soil  and  soil  material. 

BOARD  FOOT.   Measure  of  amount  of  timber  equivalent  to  a  piece  12"  x  12"  x  1". 

CANDIDATE  SPECIES.  Any  species  not  yet  officially  listed  but  which  are  undergoing  a  status  review  or  are  proposed  for  listing  according 
to  Federal  Register  notices  published  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

CANOPY.   The  continuous  cover  of  branches  and  foliage  formed  collectively  by  the  crowns  of  adjacent  trees  and  other  woody  growth. 

CLEAR-CUT.  The  removal  of  an  entire  stand  of  trees  in  one  cutting.  Reproduction  is  obtained  artificially,  by  natural  seeding  either  from 
adjacent  stands  or  from  trees  cut  in  the  clearing  operation.   This  harvest  method  creates  a  new  even-aged  stand  of  trees. 

CLIMAX  PLANT  COMMUNITY.  The  final  vegetative  community  that  emerges  after  a  series  of  successive  vegetational  stages.  It  represents 
the  highest  ecological  development  of  a  plant  community  capable  of  perpetuation  under  the  prevailing  climate  and  soil  conditions. 

COAL  UNSUITABILITY  CRITERIA.  Regulations  developed  by  the  BLM  which  use  the  ability  of  an  area's  surface  resources  to  accept  or 
absorb  the  impact  of  coal  mining  activities  as  a  means  to  determine  the  suitability  or  unsuitability  of  the  area  for  coal  mining. 

COMMERCIAL  FOREST  LAND(S).  Forest  land  (of  all  species  of  trees)  which  is  producing  or  is  capable  of  producing  20  cubic  feet  per  acre 
per  year. 

CONDITIONAL  FIRE  SUPPRESSION.  Areas  where  the  intensity  of  fire  suppression  actions  is  not  fixed  and  will  vary  with  the  conditions 
existing  at  the  time  the  fire  starts.   These  areas  are  managed  on  a  least-cost  basis. 

CONDITIONS  OF  APPROVAL.  Conditions  or  provisions  (requirements)  under  which  an  Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  or  a  Sundry  Notice 
is  approved. 

CONTIGUOUS.   Lands  or  legal  subdivisions  having  a  common  boundary;  lands  having  only  a  common  corner  are  not  contiguous. 

CONTROLLED  SURFACE  USE  (CSU).  Use  and  occupancy  is  allowed  (unless  restricted  by  another  stipulation),  but  identified  resource  values 
require  special  operational  constrains  that  may  modify  the  lease  rights.  CSU  is  used  for  operating  guidance,  not  as  a  substitute  for  the  NSO  or 
Timing  stipulations. 

COORDINATED  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  ACTIVITY  PLAN  (CRMAP).  An  activity  level  plan  completed  for  more  than  one  resource 
in  a  given  area/site,  usually  when  conflicts  or  potential  conflicts  could  occur  between  various  resource  activities. 

CRUCIAL  WILDLIFE  RANGE.  Parts  of  the  habitat  necessary  to  sustain  a  wildlife  population  at  critical  periods  of  its  life  cycle.  This  is  often 
a  limiting  factor  on  the  population,  such  as  breeding  habitat,  winter  habitat,  etc. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCE  INVENTORY  CLASSES.  Types  of  inventories  to  determine  the  existence,  significance,  and  other  characteristics 
of  cultural  (historical  and  archeological)  resources.   Cultural  resource  inventories  are  categorized  as  Class  I,  II,  or  HI. 

CLASS  I.  An  existing  data  survey.  This  is  an  inventory  of  a  study  area  to  (1)  provide  a  narrative  overview  of  cultural  resources 
by  using  existing  information,  and  (2)  compile  existing  cultural  resources  site  record  data  on  which  to  base  the  development  of 
the  BLM's  site  record  system. 

CLASS  II.  A  sampling  field  inventory  designed  to  locate,  from  surface  and  exposed  profile  indications,  all  cultural  resource 
sites  within  a  portion  of  an  area  so  that  an  estimate  can  be  made  of  the  cultural  resources  for  the  entire  area. 


CLASS  III.    An  intensive  field  inventory  designed  to  locate,  from  surface  and  exposed  profile  indications,  all  cultural  resource 
sites  in  an  area.    Upon  its  completion,  no  further  cultural  resources  inventory  work  is  normally  needed. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES.  Those  fragile  and  non-renewable  remains  of  human  activity,  occupation,  or  endeavor  reflected  in  districts,  sites, 
structures,  buildings,  objects,  artifacts,  ruins,  works  of  art,  architecture,  and  natural  features  that  were  of  importance  in  human  events. 

CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS.   The  collective  and  aggregate  impacts  of  all  actions  affecting  a  particular  resource. 

DIRECTIONAL  DRILLING.  Drilling  borehole  wherein  course  of  hole  is  planned  before  drilling.  Such  holes  are  usually  drilled  with  rotary 
equipment  at  an  angle  to  the  vertical  and  are  useful  in  avoiding  obstacles  or  in  reaching  side  areas  or  mineral  estate  beneath  restricted  surface. 

DISPOSAL.  Transfer  of  ownership  of  a  tract  of  public  land  from  the  United  States  to  another  party  through  sale,  exchange,  transfer  under  the 
Recreation  and  Public  Purposes  Act,  or  desert  land  entry. 

DIVERSITY.    The  relative  abundance  of  wildlife  species,  plant  species,  communities,  habitats,  or  habitat  features  per  unit  of  area. 

EASEMENT.    Right  afforded  a  person  or  agency  to  make  limited  use  of  another's  real  property  for  access  or  other  purposes. 

ECOLOGICAL  SITE.  A  distinctive  geographic  unit  that  differs  from  other  kinds  of  geographic  units  in  its  ability  to  produce  a  characteristic 
natural  plant  community.  An  ecological  site  is  the  product  of  all  the  environmental  factors  responsible  for  its  development.  It  is  capable  of 
supporting  a  native  plant  community  typified  by  an  association  of  species  that  differs  from  that  of  other  ecologic  sites  in  the  kind  or  portion  of 
species  or  in  total  production. 

ECOLOGICAL  STATUS.  The  present  state  of  vegetation  of  a  range  site  in  relation  to  the  potential  natural  community  for  the  site.  Ecological 
status  is  use  independent.  It  is  an  expression  of  the  relative  degree  to  which  the  kinds,  proportions,  and  amounts  of  plants  in  a  community 
resemble  that  of  the  potential  natural  community.  The  four  ecological  status  classes  correspond  to  0-25,  26-50,  51-75,  or  76-100  percent 
similarity  to  the  potential  natural  community  and  are  called  early  serai,  mid  serai,  late  serai,  and  potential  natural  community,  respectively. 

ECOSYSTEM.    Collectively,  all  populations  in  a  community,  plus  the  associated  environmental  factors. 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES.    Any  species  which  is  in  danger  of  extinction  throughout  all  or  a  significant  portion  of  its  range. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  ASSESSMENT  (EA).  A  concise  public  document  prepared  to  provide  sufficient  evidence  and  analysisfordetermining 
whether  to  prepare  an  environmental  impact  statement  or  a  finding  of  no  significant  impact.  It  includes  a  brief  discussion  of  the  need  for  the 
proposal,  alternatives  considered,  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives,  and  a  list  of  agencies  and  individuals  consulted. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (EIS).  A  formal  public  document  prepared  to  analyze  the  impacts  on  the  environment  of  a 
proposed  project  or  action  and  released  for  comment  and  review.  An  EIS  must  meet  the  requirements  of  NEPA,  CEQ  guidelines,  and  directives 
of  the  agency  responsible  for  the  proposed  project  or  action. 

EPHEMERAL  STREAM.    A  stream  that  flows  occasionally  because  of  surface  runoff,  but  is  not  influenced  by  permanent  ground  water. 

EXCEPTION.  Case-by-case  exemption  from  an  oil  and  gas  lease  stipulation.  The  stipulation  continues  to  apply  to  all  other  sites  within  a 
leasehold  to  which  the  restrict  criteria  applies. 

EXISTING  MANAGEMENT  SITUATION,  AND  RESOURCE  CAPABILITY  ANALYSIS.  This  is  available  for  review  at  BLM's  Colorado 
State  Office,  Montrose  District  Office,  and  Gunnison  Resource  Area  Office. 

EYRIE.   A  cliff  nest  of  a  raptor. 

FEDERAL  LAND  POLICY  AND  MANAGEMENT  ACT  OF  1976  (FLPMA).  Public  Law  94-579  signed  by  the  President  on  October  21, 
1976.  Establishes  public  land  policy  for  management  of  lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  FLPMA  specifies  several  key 
directions  for  the  Bureau,  notably  (1)  management  be  on  the  basis  of  multiple-use  and  sustained  yield,  (2)  land  use  plans  be  prepared  to  guide 
management  actions,  (3)  public  lands  be  managed  for  the  protection,  development,  and  enhancement  of  resources,  (4)  public  lands  be  retained 
in  federal  ownership,  and  (5)  public  participation  be  utilized  in  reaching  management  decisions. 

FISHERY,  FISHERY  STREAM.    A  body  of  water  capable  of  producing  and  sustaining  fishery  populations. 

FORAGE.    All  browse  and  herbaceous  forbs  that  are  available  to  grazing  animals. 

FORB.   A  nonwoody  herbaceous  plant. 


FOREST  LANDS.    Lands  which  are,  or  are  capable  of  being,  at  least  10  percent  stocked  by  forest  trees  and  are  not  currently  developed  for 
nonforest  use. 

FOREST  MANAGEMENT.   The  application  of  business  methods  and  technical  forestry  principles  to  the  operation  of  a  forest  property. 

FOREST  MANAGEMENT  UNIT.    A  specific  geographic  area  for  which  a  FMP  would  be  prepared  and  in  which  intensive  management  of 
commercial  forest  land(s)  would  occur. 

FOREST  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (FMP).  A  detailed  activity  plan  identifying  the  objectives  and  techniques  used  to  harvest  the  forest  resource 
of  a  specific  area. 

FRAGILE  SOIL.     Category  of  problem  sites  composed  of  soils  that  have  moderate  to  high  water  holding  capacities,  moderate  to  slow 
permeability,  and  can  be  severely  degraded  by  compaction,  slumping  and  sliding,  and  erosion. 

FRAGILE  SOIL/SLOPE  GRADIENT.    Problem  sites  where  unstable  landforms  and  unstable  or  erosive  soils  are  made  more  vulnerable  to 
degradation  by  steep  slopes. 

GRAZING  SYSTEM.   Scheduled  grazing  use  and  non-use  of  an  allotment  to  reach  identified  goals  or  objectives  by  improving  the  quality  and 
quantity  of  vegetation. 

GROUND  COVER.   The  area  of  ground  surface  occupied  by  the  stem(s)  of  a  range  plant,  as  contrasted  with  the  full  spread  of  its  herbage  or 
foliage,  generally  measured  at  one  inch  above  soil  level. 

GROUND  WATER.   Water  beneath  the  land  surface,  in  the  zone  of  saturation. 

GROWING  SEASON.    Generally,  the  period  of  the  year  during  which  the  temperature  of  vegetation  remains  sufficiently  high  to  allow  plant 
growth. 

HABITAT  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (HMP).  A  written  and  approved  activity  plan  for  a  geographical  area  which  identifies  habitat  management 
activities  to  be  implemented  in  achieving  specific  objectives  of  planning  decisions. 

HABITAT.     A  specific  set  of  physical  conditions  that  surround  a  single  species,  a  group  of  species,  or  a  large  community.    In  wildlife 
management,  the  major  components  of  habitat  are  considered  to  be  food,  water,  cover,  and  living  space. 

HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS.   Hazardous  materials  are  any  of  the  materials  classified  as  hazardous  waste,  as  defined  in  40  CFR  261.3.  The 
definition  in  the  CFR  includes  numerous  categories  of  materials  that  could  be  harmful  to  health,  safety,  or  property. 

HAZARD  SITES/ AREAS.    Locations,  features,  or  characteristics  of  locations  that  require  caution  because  of  the  nature  of  these  locations  or 
sites.    Examples  are  waterfalls,  cliffs,  abandoned  mines,  quarries,  or  steep  highwalls  at  active  or  abandoned  surface  mining  operations. 

HEAVY  GRAZING.    A  comparative  term  which  indicates  that  the  stocking  rate  of  a  pasture  is  relatively  greater  than  that  of  other  pastures. 
Often  erroneously  used  to  mean  overuse,  cf.  light  and  moderate  grazing. 

IMPACT.   The  effect,  influence,  alteration,  or  imprint  caused  by  an  action. 

INDIGENOUS.    Born,  growing  or  produced  naturally  (native)  in  an  area,  region,  or  country. 

INFILTRATION  RATE.   Maximum  rate  at  which  soil  under  specified  conditions  can  absorb  rain  or  shallow  impounded  water,  expressed  in 
quantity  of  water  absorbed  by  the  soil  per  unit  of  time. 

INTENSIVE  FIRE  SUPPRESSION.    Areas  where  a  full  complement  of  equipment  and  work  force  is  used  to  contain,  control,  and  suppress 
wildfire. 

INTERIM  GRAZING  MANAGEMENT  CRITERIA.    A  set  of  conditions  applicable  to  forage  utilization  and  range-readiness  that  governs 
how  much  forage  can  be  consumed  by  grazing  animals  on  public  land  and  when  livestock  grazing  can  help  in  the  spring  on  public  land. 

INTERIM  MANAGEMENT  POLICY  (IMP).   The  Department  of  Interior  policy  that  mandates  the  BLM  to  manage  lands  under  wilderness 
review  so  as  not  to  impair  wilderness  values  and  to  protect  the  right  of  Congress  to  make  the  wilderness  designation  decision. 

INTERMITTENT  STREAM.    A  stream  that  does  not  flow  year-round  but  has  some  association  with  ground  water  for  surface  or  subsurface 
flow. 


INTRUSION.  A  feature  (land  and  water  form,  vegetation,  or  man-made  structure)  that  is  generally  considered  out  of  context  with  the 
characteristic  landscape. 

INVADER.  Plant  species  that  were  absent  or  present  in  very  small  amounts  in  undisturbed  portions  of  the  original  vegetation  of  a  specific  range 
site  and  will  invade  following  disturbance  or  continued  overuse. 

INVERTEBRATE.    An  animal  lacking  a  backbone  or  spinal  column. 

KEY  AREA.  A  relatively  small  portion  of  a  rangeland  selected  because  of  its  location,  use,  or  grazing  value  as  an  area  on  which  to  monitor 
the  effects  of  grazing  use.  It  is  assumed  that  key  areas,  if  properly  selected,  will  reflect  the  effects  of  current  grazing  management  over  all  or 
a  part  of  a  pasture,  allotment,  or  other  grazing  unit. 

KEY  SPECIES.  (1)  those  species  which  must,  because  of  their  importance,  be  considered  in  a  management  program;  or  (2)  forage  species 
whose  use  serves  as  an  indicator  to  the  degree  of  use  of  associated  species. 

KNOWN  GEOLOGIC  STRUCTURES  (KGS).  A  trap  in  which  an  accumulation  of  oil  and  gas  has  been  discovered  by  drilling  and  which 
is  determined  to  be  productive.    Its  limits  include  all  acreage  that  is  presumptively  productive  (43  CFR  3100.0-5  (a)). 

LAND  TREATMENT.  All  methods  of  artificial  range  improvement  and  soil  stabilization  such  as  reseeding,  brush  control  (chemical  and 
mechanical),  pitting,  furrowing,  water  spreading,  etc. 

LEASE  NOTICE.  Provides  more  detailed  information  concerning  limitation  that  already  exist  in  law,  lease  terms,  regulations,  or  operation 
orders.  A  Lease  Notice  also  addresses  special  items  the  lessee  would  consider  when  planning  operations,  but  does  not  impose  new  or  additional 
restrictions. 

LEASABLE  MINERALS.  Those  minerals  or  materials  designated  as  leasable  under  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920.  They  include  coal, 
phosphate,  asphalt,  sulphur,  potassium  and  sodium  minerals,  and  oil  and  gas.  Geothermal  resources  are  also  leasable  under  the  Geothermal 
Stream  Act  of  1970. 

LITHIC  SITE.    An  archeological  site  containing  debris  left  from  the  manufacturer,  use,  or  maintenance  of  flaked  stone  tools. 

LOCATABLE  MINERALS.  Minerals  or  materials  subject  to  claim  and  development  under  the  Mining  Law  of  1872,  as  amended.  Generally 
includes  metallic  minerals  such  as  gold  and  silver,  and  other  materials  not  subject  to  lease  or  sale  (some  bentonites,  limestone,  talc,  some  zeolites, 
etc.).  Whether  or  not  a  particular  mineral  deposit  is  locatable  depends  on  such  factors  as  quality,  quantity,  mineability,  demand,  and 
marketability. 

LOCATION.  Perfecting  the  right  to  a  mining  claim  by  discovery  of  a  valuable  mineral,  monumenting  the  corners,  completing  discovery  work, 
posting  a  notice  of  location,  and  recording  the  claim. 

LONG-TERM.  In  this  document,  refers  to  the  time  period  extending  beyond  the  10  to  12-year  life  of  the  plan.  Long-term  impacts  would  occur 
over  a  20-year  period. 

MANAGEMENT  FRAMEWORK  PLAN  (MFP).  A  land  use  plan  that  establishes  land  use  allocations,  multiple-use  guidelines,  and 
management  objectives  for  a  given  planning  area.   The  MFP  planning  system  was  used  by  the  BLM  until  about  1980. 

MANAGEMENT  SITUATION  ANALYSIS  (MSA).  An  unpublished  companion  document  to  this  RMP  that  provides  the  background 
documentation  for  the  development  of  alternatives.  The  MSA  consists  of  the  Resource  Area  Profile. 

MASS  WASTING.   Dislodging  and  downslope  transport  of  earthen  material  as  a  unit,  such  as  in  landslides,  rockslides,  and  earthflows. 

MINERAL  ESTATE  (MINERAL  RIGHTS).  The  ownership  of  minerals,  including  rights  necessary  for  access,  exploration,  development, 
mining,  ore  dressing,  and  transportation  operations. 

MINERAL  MATERIALS.  Common  varieties  of  sand,  building  stone,  gravel,  clay,  moss  rock,  etc.,  obtainable  under  the  Minerals  Act  of  1947, 
as  amended. 

MINERAL  ENTRY.  Claiming  public  lands  (administered  by  the  BLM)  under  the  Mining  Law  of  1872  for  the  purpose  of  exploiting  minerals. 
May  also  refer  to  mineral  exploration  and  development  under  the  mineral  leasing  laws  and  the  Material  Sale  Act  of  1947. 

MINING  LAW  OF  1872.  Provides  for  claiming  and  gaining  title  to  locatable  minerals  on  public  lands.  Also  referred  to  as  the  "General  Mining 
Laws"  or  "Mining  Laws." 


MITIGATION.  Alleviation  or  lessening  of  possible  adverse  effects  on  a  resource  by  applying  appropriate  protective  measures  or  adequate 
scientific  study. 

MODIFICATION.  Fundamental  change  to  the  provisions  of  a  lease  stipulation,  either  temporarily  or  for  the  term  of  the  lease.  A  modification 
may,  therefore,  include  an  exemption  from  or  alteration  to  a  stipulated  requirement.  Depending  on  the  specific  modification,  the  stipulation  may 
or  may  not  apply  to  all  other  sites  within  the  leasehold  to  which  the  restrictive  criteria  applied. 

MONITORING.  The  orderly  collection,  analysis,  and  interpretation  of  resource  data  to  evaluate  progress  toward  meeting  management 
objectives. 

MONOCLINE.   A  geologic  structure  in  which  the  strata  are  all  inclined  in  the  same  direction  at  a  uniform  angle  of  dip. 

MULTIPLE-USE.  Management  of  the  various  surface  and  subsurface  resources  so  that  they  are  jointly  utilized  in  the  manner  that  will  best 
meet  the  present  and  future  needs  of  the  public,  without  permanent  impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the  land  or  the  quality  of  the  environment. 

NATIONAL  REGISTER  OF  HISTORIC  PLACES  (NRHP).  A  listing  of  architectural,  historical,  archeological,  and  cultural  sites  of  local, 
state,  or  national  significance, established  by  the  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  and  maintained  by  the  National  Park  Service. 

NATIONAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  POLICY  ACT  OF  1969  (NEPA).  Public  Law  91-190.  Established  environmental  policy  for  the  nation. 
Among  other  items,  NEPA  requires  federal  agencies  to  consider  environmental  values  in  decision-making  processes. 

NATURALNESS.  Refers  to  an  area  that  "generally  appears  to  have  been  affected  primarily  by  the  forces  of  nature,  with  the  imprint  of  man's 
work  substantially  unnoticeable"  (sec.  2(c)  of  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964). 

NO  SURFACE  OCCUPANCY  (NSO).  A  fluid  mineral  leasing  stipulation  that  prohibits  occupancy  or  disturbance  on  all  or  part  of  the  lease 
surface  in  order  to  protect  special  values  or  uses.  Lessees  may  exploit  the  oil  and  gas  or  geothermal  resources  under  leases  restricted  by  this 
stipulation  through  use  of  directional  drilling  from  sites  outside  the  no  surface  occupancy  area. 

NO  SURFACE  DISTURBANCE.  Defined  on  a  case-by-case  basis  when  the  activity  plan  for  an  area  is  developed.  In  general,  an  activity 
would  be  allowed  so  long  as  it  does  not  interfere  with  the  management  objectives  of  the  area. 

NON-FOREST  LANDS.  Areas  within  the  forest  lands  that  are  in  capable  of  maintaining  at  least  10  percent  stocking  of  forest  trees  (native 
woody  plants  that  regularly  attain  a  height  of  20  feet  or  more),  and  those  lands  which  have  been  converted  to  non-timber  uses.  Examples  are 
rock  outcrops,  roads,  and  urban  areas.   These  lands  are  excluded  from  the  timber  production  base. 

NONGAME  SPECIES.   Those  species  not  commonly  harvested  either  for  sport  or  profit. 

OFF-HIGHWAY  VEHICLE  (OHV).  This  term  replaces  "off-road  vehicle  (ORV)",  and  means  any  motorized  vehicle  capable  of  or  designed 
for  travel  on  or  immediately  over  land,  water,  or  other  natural  terrain. 

OFF-HIGHWAY  USE  DESIGNATIONS  (OPEN,  LIMITED,  AND  CLOSED. 

OPEN.  Designated  areas,  routes,  roads,  and  trails  where  unrestricted  OHV  use  may  occur  (subject  to  operating  regulations  and 
vehicle  standards  set  forth  in  BLM  Manuals  8341  and  8343). 

LIMITED.  Designated  areas,  routes,  roads,  and  trails  where  the  use  of  off-highway  vehicles  is  subject  to  restrictions,  such  as 
limiting  the  number  or  types  of  vehicles  allowed,  dates  and  times  of  use  (seasonal  restrictions),  limiting  use  to  existing  routes, 
roads,  and  trails,  or  limiting  use  to  designated  routes,  roads,  and  trails.  Under  the  "limited  to  designated  routes,  roads,  and 
trails"  designation,  use  would  be  allowed  only  on  routes,  roads,  and  trails  that  are  signed  for  such  use.  Combinations  of 
restrictions,  such  as  limiting  use  to  certain  types  of  vehicles  during  certain  times  of  the  year,  are  possible. 

CLOSED.  Designated  areas,  routes,  roads,  and  trails  where  the  use  of  off-highway  vehicles  is  permanently  or  temporarily 
prohibited.   Emergency  use  of  vehicles  is  allowed. 

OUTSTANDING  NATURAL  AREA  (ONA).  An  area  established  to  preserve  scenic  values  and  natural  wonders.  The  preservation  of  these 
resources  in  their  natural  condition  is  the  primary  management  objective. 

OVERSTORY.   That  portion  of  a  plant  community  consisting  of  the  taller  plants  on  the  site;  the  forest  or  woodland  canopy. 

PATENT.    A  grant  made  to  an  individual  or  group  conveying  fee  simple  title  to  selected  public  lands. 

PATENTED  CLAIM.   A  claim  on  which  title  has  passed  from  the  federal  government  to  the  mining  claimant  under  the  Mining  Law  of  1872. 


PERENNIAL  STREAM.    A  stream  that  has  year-round  surface  flows. 

PERIOD  OF  USE.  The  time  period  that  a  pasture  or  other  area  in  a  grazing  allotment  is  actually  used  for  livestock  grazing,  as  compared  with 
the  period  when  use  is  anticipated  or  planned.  The  period  of  use  could  be  less  or  more  time  than  anticipated  use,  or  could  occur  at  different 
times. 

PERMEABILITY.   The  condition  of  being  porous;  containing  openings  or  interstices  through  which  outside  properties  can  pass. 

PLANNING  AREA.   The  geographical  area  for  which  land  use  and  resource  management  plans  are  developed  and  maintained. 

POTENTIAL  NATURAL  COMMUNITY  (PNC).  The  biotic  community  that  would  become  established  if  all  successional  sequences  were 
completed  without  interferences  by  man  under  the  present  environmental  conditions.  Natural  disturbances  are  inherent  in  development.  Includes 
naturalized  non-native  species. 

PRESCRIBED  FIRE  (PRESCRIBED  BURNING).  Application  of  fire  to  natural  fuels  under  specific  conditions  of  weather,  fuel  moisture, 
soil  moisture,  smoke,  and  other  conditions  intended  to  produce  the  intensity  of  heat  and  rate  of  spread  required  to  accomplish  certain  objectives 
of  wildlife  habitat  or  livestock  grazing  management,  and/or  hazard  reduction. 

PRIMITIVE  AND  UNCONFINED  RECREATION.    Non-motorized  and  undeveloped  types  of  outdoor  recreation. 

PUBLIC  LAND.  Any  land  and  interest  in  land  (outside  of  Alaska)  owned  by  the  United  States  and  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
through  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM). 

RANGE  CONDITION.   See  ecological  status. 

RANGE  SITE.  A  kind  of  rangeland  with  a  specific  potential  natural  community  and  specific  physical  site  characteristics,  differing  from  other 
kinds  of  rangeland  in  its  ability  to  produce  vegetation  and  to  respond  to  management.  Range  sites  are  defined  and  described  with  soil,  species 
composition,  and  production  emphasis.    Range  site  is  synonymous  with  ecological  site. 

RANGELAND.  A  kind  of  land  which  supports  vegetation  useful  for  grazing  on  which  routine  management  of  that  vegetation  is  through 
manipulation  of  grazing  rather  than  cultural  practices.  (Rangeland  include  natural  grasslands,  savannas,  shrublands,  most  deserts,  tundra,  alpine 
communities,  coastal  marshes,  riparian  zones,  and  wet  meadows.  Rangeland  includes  lands  revegetated  naturally  or  artificially  to  provide  a  plant 
cover  which  is  managed  like  native  vegetation.) 

RAPTORS.    Bird  of  prey  with  sharp  talons  and  strongly  curved  beaks,  e.g.,  hawks,  owls,  vultures,  eagles. 

RECLAMATION.  Returning  disturbed  lands  to  a  form  and  productivity  that  will  be  ecologically  balanced  and  in  conformity  with  a 
predetermined  land  management  plan. 

RECREATION  AREA  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (RAMP).  An  activity  plan  detailing  specific  recreation  facilities,  resource,  and  management 
actions  to  be  implemented  in  a  Special  Recreation  Management  Area. 

RECREATION  VISITOR  DAY  (RVD).  Aggregation  of  12  visitor  hours,  where  a  visitor  hour  is  the  presence  of  one  or  more  persons  on  lands 
and  water  for  outdoor  recreation  purposes  for  continuous,  intermittent,  or  simultaneous  periods  aggregating  60  minutes  (one  person  for  one  hour). 

RECREATION  OPPORTUNITY  SPECTRUM  (ROS).  A  method  for  classifying  the  land  by  setting  opportunity,  according  to  the  ability  of 
the  land  to  provide  various  types  of  physical,  social,  and  managerial  settings  to  satisfy  the  desires  and  expected  behavioral  preferences  of  the 
users. 

RECREATION  AND  PUBLIC  PURPOSES  ACT  (R&PP).  This  Act  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  lease  or  convey  public  lands 
for  recreational  and  public  purposes  under  specified  conditions  to  states  or  their  political  subdivisions,  and  to  nonprofit  corporations  and 
associations. 

RECREATION  PROJECT  PLANNING.  The  most  detailed  level  of  recreation  planning  that  includes,  among  ether  information,  all  required 
construction  plans  for  an  entire  campground,  picnic  area  or  other  sites,  an  individual  recreation  facility,  or  other  recreation  related  projects,  such 
as  signing  or  parking  lots.  A  recreation  project  plan  could  be  developed  for  construction  within  an  existing  site  or  a  proposed  site.  A  narrative 
would  accompany  these  plans. 

RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  (RMP).  A  land  use  plan  that  establishes  land  use  allocations,  multiple-use  guidelines,  and  management 
objectives  for  a  given  planning  area.   The  RMP  planning  system  has  been  used  by  the  BLM  since  about  1980. 

RESOURCE  AREA.   A  geographic  portion  of  a  BLM  District  that  is  the  smallest  administrative  subdivision  in  the  BLM. 


RESOURCE  VALUE  RATING  (RVR).  The  value  of  vegetation  present  on  a  range  site  for  a  particular  use  or  benefit.  Resource  value  ratings 
may  be  established  for  each  plant  community  capable  of  being  produced  on  a  range  site,  including  exotic  or  cultivated  species.  On  a  given  range 
site,  each  use  (or  potential  use)  has  a  separate  resource  value  rating  because  that  rating  is  based  on  classification  of  plants  according  to  their  value 
for  a  specific  use.  Some  examples:  A  resource  value  rating  for  forage  useful  for  cows  and  calves  during  the  spring  grazing  season  could  be 
based  on  proper  use  factors  (PUF's)  or  a  more  general  assigning  of  plant  species  to  good,  moderate,  or  poor  categories  of  forage  value. 
Resource  value  ratings  could  then  be  based  on  production,  cover,  density,  or  frequency  of  plants  in  the  different  categories.  A  resource  value 
rating  for  cover  useful  for  a  pronghorn  fawning  area  might  be  based  on  density  or  cover  of  plants  of  a  certain  height  or  size  class,  without  regard 
to  plant  species.  A  resource  value  rating  related  to  scenic  beauty  might  be  based  on  such  factors  as  abundance  of  flowering  species,  species  with 
fall  color,  evergreens,  or   diversity  of  growth  forms. 

REST-ROTATION.  A  prescribed  pattern  of  grazing  use  that  provides  sequential  rest  for  various  parts  of  the  range  unit  for  at  least  an  entire 
year. 

RIGHTS-OF-WAY  CORRIDOR.  A  designated  parcel  of  land,  either  linear  or  areal  in  character,  that  has  been  identified  through  the  land 
use  planning  process  as  the  preferred  location  for  existing  and  future  rights-of-way  grants  and  would  accommodate  more  than  one  type  of  right- 
of-way  or  one  or  more  rights-of-way  that  are  similar,  identical,  or  compatible. 

RIPARIAN  ZONE.  Riparian  zones  are  a  form  of  wetland  transition  between  permanently  saturated  wetlands  and  upland  areas.  These  areas 
exhibit  vegetation  or  physical  characteristics  reflective  of  permanent  surface  or  subsurface  water  influence.  Lands  along,  adjacent  to,  or 
contiguous  with  perennially  and  intermittently  flowing  rivers  and  streams,  glacial  potholes,  and  the  shores  of  lakes  and  reservoirs  with  stable 
water  levels  are  typical  riparian  areas.  Excluded  are  such  sites  as  ephemeral  streams  or  washes  that  do  not  exhibit  the  presence  of  vegetation 
dependent  upon  free  water  in  the  soil. 

RIPARIAN  RESOURCE  VALUE  RATING.  A  riparian  resource  value  rating  evaluates  progress  toward  meeting  site-specific  management 
objectives.  A  rating  system  is  based  on  site  potential  and  management  objectives  for  the  riparian  ecological  site.  Rating  criteria  will  differ  for 
a  given  site  where  management  objectives  differ. 

ROADLESS.  Refers  to  the  absence  of  roads  that  have  been  constructed  and  maintained  by  mechanical  means  to  ensure  regular  and  continuous 
use. 

ROADS.  Vehicle  routes  which  have  been  improved  and  maintained  by  mechanical  means  to  ensure  relatively  regular  and  continuous  use.  (A 
way  maintained  strictly  by  the  passage  of  vehicles  does  not  constitute  a  road.) 

SALEABLE  MINERALS.  Minerals,  such  as  common  varieties  of  sand,  stone,  gravel,  cinders,  pumice,  pumicite,  and  clay  that  may  be  acquired 
under  the  Materials  Act  of  1947,  as  amended. 

SALINITY.   Refers  to  the  solids  such  as  sodium  chloride  (table  salt)  and  alkali  metals  that  are  dissolved  in  water. 

SCOPING  PROCESS.  An  early  and  open  public  participation  process  for  determining  the  scope  of  issues  to  be  addressed  and  for  identifying 
the  significant  issues  related  to  a  proposed  action. 

SEDIMENT  YIELD.  The  amount  of  sediment  produced  in  a  watershed,  expressed  as  tons,  acre-feet,  or  cubic  yards  of  sediment  per  unit  of 
drainage  area  per  year. 

SENSITIVE  SPECIES.  A  species  included  on  the  sensitive  species  list  developed  by  the  Colorado  State  Office  pursuant  to  section  CL  of 
Instruction  Memorandum  No.  80-722  and  approved  by  the  State  Director. 

SERAL  STAGE.  The  present  state  of  vegetation  of  an  ecological  site  in  relation  to  the  potential  natural  community  for  the  site.  Vegetation 
status  is  the  expression  of  the  relative  degree  to  which  the  kinds,  proportions,  and  amounts  of  degree  to  which  the  kinds,  proportions,  and 
amounts  of  plants  in  a  community  resemble  those  of  the  potential  natural  community.  The  classes  are  potential  natural  community,  late  serai, 
mid-serai,  and  early  serai. 

SERAL  COMMUNITY.  One  of  a  series  of  biotic  communities  that  follow  one  another  in  time  on  any  given  area.  Serai  community  is 
synonymous  with  serai  stage,  successional  community,  and  successional  stage. 

SHEET  EROSION.   The  removal  of  a  fairly  uniform  layer  of  soil  from  the  land  surface  by  runoff  water. 

SHORT-TERM.  In  this  document,  short-term  refers  to  the  10  to  12-year  life  of  the  approved  RMP.  Short-term  impacts  would  occur  within 
that  time  period. 

SOIL  HORIZON.   A  layer  of  soil  approximately  parallel  to  the  soil  surface  with  comparatively  uniform  characteristics. 


SOIL  ASSOCIATION.  A  mapping  unit  used  on  general  soil  maps  in  which  two  or  more  defined  taxonomic  units  occurring  together  in  a 
characteristic  pattern  are  combined. 

SOLITUDE.  The  state  of  being  along  or  remote  from  habitations;  isolation.  A  lonely  or  secluded  place.  Factors  contributing  to  opportunities 
for  solitude  may  include  size,  natural  screening,  topographic  relief,  vistas,  physiographic  variety,  and  the  ability  of  the  user  to  find  a  secluded 
spot. 

SPECIAL  STIPULATIONS.  Additional  specific  terms  and  conditions  that  change  the  manner  in  which  operations  may  be  conducted  on  a  lease 
or  modify  the  lease  rights  granted.  This  term  may  also  apply  to  other  land  use  authorizations,  i.e.,  rights-of-way  grants. 

SPECIAL  RECREATION  MANAGEMENT  AREA  (SRMA).  An  area  that  possesses  outstanding  recreation  resources  or  where  recreation 
use  causes  significant  user  conflicts,  visitor  safety  problems,  or  resource  damage. 

SPLIT  ESTATE.  Lands  where  the  surface  and  mineral  estates  have  been  severed  and  are  under  different  ownership  (i.e.,  private  surface/Federal 
minerals). 

STREAMBANK  (AND  CHANNEL)  EROSION.  The  removal,  transport,  deposition,  recutting,  and  bed  load  movement  of  material  in  streams 
by  concentrated  water  flows. 

SUITABILITY.  As  used  in  the  Wilderness  Act  and  in  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  refers  to  a  recommendation  by  the 
Secretary  of  Interior  or  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  that  certain  federal  lands  satisfy  the  definition  of  wilderness  in  the  Wilderness  Act  and  have 
been  found  appropriate  for  designation  as  wilderness  on  the  basis  of  an  analysis  of  the  existing  and  potential  uses  of  the  land. 

SUITABLE  COMMERCIAL  FOREST  LANDS.    Lands  determined  to  have  the  capability  of  sustaining  long-term  timber  production. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  VALUES.   Resources  associated  with  wilderness  which  contribute  to  the  quality  of  wilderness  areas. 

SUSTAINED  YIELD.  The  achievement  and  maintenance  in  perpetuity  of  a  high-level  annual  or  regular  periodic  output  of  the  various  renewable 
resources  of  the  public  lands  consistent  with  multiple-use. 

TERRESTRIAL.    Living  or  growing  in  or  on  the  land. 

THREATENED  SPECIES.  Any  species  or  significant  population  of  that  species  likely  to  become  endangered  within  the  foreseeable  future 
throughout  all  or  a  significant  portion  of  its  range.  Usually  includes  only  those  species  that  have  been  recognized  and  listed  as  threatened  by 
federal  and  state  governments,  but  may  include  species  categorized  as  rare,  very  rare,  or  depleted. 

TIMBER  PRODUCTION  CAPABILITY  CLASSIFICATION  (TPCC).  A  classification  system  based  on  a  forest  inventory  designed  to  rate 
an  area's  suitability  for  production  of  timber  or  woodland  products. 

TIMBER.    Standing  trees,  downed  trees,  or  logs  which  are  capable  of  being  measured  in  board  feet. 

TIMING  LIMITATION  (SEASONAL  RESTRICTION).  Prohibits  surface  use  during  specified  time  periods  to  protect  identified  resource 
values.  The  stipulation  does  not  apply  to  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  production  facilities  unless  the  findings  of  analysis  demonstrate  the 
continued  need  for  such  mitigation  and  that  less  stringent,  project-specific  mitigation  measures  would  be  insufficient 

TOTAL  DISSOLVED  SOLIDS  (TDS).  Salt,  or  an  aggregate  of  carbonates,  bicarbonates,  chlorides,  sulfates,  phosphates,  and  nitrates  of 
calcium,  magnesium,  manganese,  sodium,  potassium,  and  other  cations  that  form  salts. 

TREND.  The  direction  of  change  in  ecological  status  or  in  resource  value  ratings  observed  over  time.  Trend  in  ecological  status  is  described 
as  "toward"  or  "away  from"  the  potential  natural  community  or  as  "not  apparent."  Appropriate  terms  are  used  to  describe  trend  in  resource 
value  ratings.  Trends  in  resource  value  ratings  for  several  uses  on  the  same  site  at  a  given  time  may  be  in  different  directions,  and  there  is  no 
necessary  correlation  between  trends  in  resource  value  ratings  and  trend  in  ecological  status. 

TRESPASS.    Any  unauthorized  use  of  public  land. 

UNDERSTORY.   That  portion  of  a  plant  community  growing  underneath  the  taller  plants  on  the  site. 

UNIQUE  PLANT  ASSOCIATIONS.  Plant  communities  which  (1)  occur  only  in  Colorado,  (2)  are  common  elsewhere  but  are  represented  by 
only  a  few  occurrences  in  Colorado,  (3)  could  easily  be  eliminated  from  Colorado,  or  (4)  are  considered  to  be  their  natural  state. 

UNIVERSAL  SOIL  LOSS  EQUATION.    A  formula  for  predicting  soil  loss  resulting  from  sheet  and  rill  erosion  caused  by  rainfall. 
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UTILIZATION.  The  proportion  or  degree  of  current  year's  forage  production  that  is  consumed  or  destroyed  by  animals  (including  insects). 
May  refer  either  to  a  single  plant  species,  a  group  of  species,  or  to  the  vegetation  as  a  whole.   Utilization  is  synonymous  with  use. 

VALID  EXISTING  RIGHTS.  Legal  interests  that  attach  to  a  land  or  mineral  estate  that  cannot  be  divested  from  the  estate  until  that  interest 
expires  or  is  relinquished. 

VANDALISM.    Willful  or  malicious  destruction  or  defacement  of  public  property;  e.g.,  cultural  or  paleontological  resources. 

VEGETATION  MANIPULATION.  Planned  alteration  of  vegetation  communities  through  use  of  prescribed  fire,  plowing,  herbicide  spraying, 
or  other  means  to  gain  desired  changes  in  forage  availability,  wildlife  cover,  etc. 

VEGETATION  TYPE.  A  plant  community  with  immediately  distinguishable  characteristics  based  upon  and  named  after  the  apparent  dominant 
plant  species. 

VERTEBRATE.   An  animal  having  a  backbone  or  spinal  column. 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  CLASSES.  VRM  classes  identify  the  degree  of  acceptable  visual  change  within  a  characteristic 
landscape.  A  VRM  classification  is  assigned  to  public  lands  based  on  the  guidelines  established  for  scenic  quality,  visual  sensitivity,  and 
visibility.   The  management  objectives  for  visual  resources  in  each  VRM  Class  are: 

VRM  CLASS  I.  This  classification  preserves  the  existing  characteristic  landscape  and  allows  for  natural  ecological  changes  only . 
Includes  Congressionally  authorized  areas  (wilderness)  and  areas  approved  through  the  RMP  where  changes  to  the  landscape 
would  be  restricted,  would  be  very  low,  and  would  not  attract  attention. 

VRM  CLASS  II.  This  classification  retains  the  existing  characteristic  landscape.  The  level  of  change  in  any  of  the  basic 
landscape  elements  due  to  management  activities  should  be  low  and  not  evident. 

VRM  CLASS  III.  This  classification  partially  retains  the  existing  characteristic  landscape.  The  level  of  change  in  any  of  the 
basic  landscape  elements  due  to  management  activities  may  be  moderate  and  evident. 

VRM  CLASS  IV.  This  classification  provides  for  major  modifications  of  the  characteristic  landscape.  The  level  of  change  in 
the  basic  landscape  elements  due  to  management  activities  can  be  high.  Such  activities  may  dominate  the  landscape  and  be  the 
major  focus  of  viewer  attention. 

VRM  CLASS  V.  This  classification  applies  to  areas  where  the  characteristic  landscape  has  been  so  disturbed  that  rehabilitation 
is  needed  to  improve  scenic  quality.  Generally  considered  an  interim  short-term  classification  until  rehabilitation  or  enhancement 
is  completed,  note  from  SLRA  p.,  F-l. 

VRM  CLASS  II  R,  III  R,  AND  IV  R.  These  classifications  denote  lands  that  contain  visual  intrusions  to  the  extent  that 
rehabilitation  is  necessary  to  improve  the  scenic  quality  to  the  level  where  applicable  class  objectives  (H,  HI,  or  IV)  could  be 
applied.   Upon  rehabilitation,  the  lands  would  be  managed  as  per  the  noted  VRM  Class  (II,  III,  or  IV). 

VISUAL  RESOURCE  MANAGEMENT  (VRM).  The  inventory  and  planning  actions  taken  to  identify  visual  resource  values  and  to  establish 
objectives  for  managing  those  values,  and  the  management  actions  taken  to  achieve  the  visual  resource  management  objectives. 

VISUAL  SENSITIVITY.  Visual  sensitivity  levels  are  a  measure  of  public  concern  for  scenic  quality  and  existing  or  proposed  visual  change 
to  the  landscape. 

VISUAL  RESOURCES.  The  visible  physical  features  within  and  on  a  landscape,  (topography,  water,  vegetation,  animals,  structures,  and  other 
features)  that  comprise  the  scenery  of  the  area. 

VOLUNTARY  NON-USE/SUSPENDED.  That  portion  of  the  total  grazing  preference,  expressed  in  AUMs  that  is  being  temporarily  withheld 
from  active  grazing  use. 

WAIVER.    Permanent  exemption  from  a  lease  stipulation.  The  stipulation  no  longer  applies  anywhere  within  the  leasehold. 

WATERSHED.   Topographical  region  or  area  delineated  by  water  draining  to  a  particular  water  course  or  body  of  water. 

WAY.    A  vehicle  route  established  and  maintained  solely  by  the  passage  of  motor  vehicles.   A  way  is  not  a  road. 
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WETLANDS.  Those  areas  that  are  inundated  or  saturated  by  surface  or  groundwater  at  a  frequency  and  duration  sufficient  to  support,  and 
which,  under  normal  circumstances,  do  support  a  prevalence  of  vegetation  typically  adapted  for  life  in  saturated  soil  conditions.  Wetlands  include 
marshes,  swamps,  lake  bogs,  muskegs,  wet  meadows,  estuaries,  and  riparian  areas. 

WILDERNESS  MANAGEMENT  POLICY.  Policy  document  prescribing  the  general  objectives,  policies,  and  specific  activity  guidance 
applicable  to  all  designated  6LM  wilderness  areas.  Specific  management  objectives,  requirements,  and  decisions  implementing  administrative 
practices  and  visitor  activities  in  individual  wilderness  areas  are  developed  and  described  in  the  wilderness  management  plan  for  each  unit. 

WILDERNESS  INVENTORY.  An  evaluation  of  the  public  land  in  the  form  of  a  written  description  and  a  map  showing  those  lands  that 
meet  the  wilderness  criteria  as  established  under  Section  603  (a)  of  FLPMA  and  Section  2  (c)  of  the  Wilderness  Act.  The  lands  meeting 
the  criteria  will  be  referred  to  as  WSAs. 

WILDERNESS  AREA.    An  area  formally  designated  by  Congress  as  a  part  of  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System. 

WILDERNESS  STUDY  AREA  (WSA).  An  area  determined  to  have  wilderness  characteristics.  Wilderness  study  areas  will  be  subject  to 
interdisciplinary  analysis  and  public  comment  to  determine  wilderness  suitability.  Suitable  areas  will  be  recommended  to  the  President  and 
Congress  for  designation  as  wilderness. 

WILDERNESS  CHARACTERISTICS.  Identified  by  Congress  in  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964;  namely,  size,  naturalness,  outstanding 
opportunities  for  solitude  or  a  primitive  and  unconfined  type  of  recreation,  and  supplemental  values  such  as  geological,  archaeological,  historical, 
ecological,  scenic,  or  other  features. 

WITHDRAWAL.  An  action  which  restricts  the  use  of  public  land  and  segregates  the  land  from  the  operation  of  some  or  all  of  the  public  land 
and  mineral  laws.    Withdrawals  are  also  used  to  transfer  jurisdiction  of  management  of  public  lands  to  other  federal  agencies. 

WOODLANDS.  Plant  communities  in  which  trees,  often  small  and  characteristically  short-bowled  relative  to  their  depths  of  crown,  are  present 
but  form  only  an  open  canopy,  the  intervening  areas  being  occupied  by  lower  vegetation,  commonly  grass.  Woodland  forests  contain  major 
and  minor  forest  products  (or  any  wood  fibre)  that  has,  or  may  have,  merchantability. 
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NOTE  TO  MAP  USERS 

The  management  units  displayed  on  this  map. 
and  described  in  the  text,  only  apply  to  those 
lands  tor  which  the  BLM  has  administrative 
authority.  This  includes  the  surface  and/or 
subsurface  estate. 


National  Forest | | 

State  Lands | | 

Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife 

Patented  Lands I     ,.     | 

Planning  Area  Boundary 

Federal  and  State  Highways 

Other  Roads 

Resource  Area  Boundary ■■  ^» 

Management  Unit (  4^J 

Potential  Disposal  Tracts                           kjjjjjjwi 
(  Category  I ) I | 


M 

SCALE  1:200,000 


MONTROSE  DISTRIC 

COLORADO 


saiiw  01  6 

1= 1 


* E  Z  I 

i  i  i =r 


000'00Z:l  31V3S 


\ 


m 


DEr 


.9fr  .90  L 


A 


\ 


3  I  H 


AN-        \ 


■"A 


r    -    /^ 


*] 


QH  76.5  ,C6  M66  1992  c.2 
U.  S.  Bureau  of  Land 

Management.  Montrose 
Gunnison  proposed  resource 

management  plan  and  final 


BLM  LIBRARY 

RS  150ABLDG.50 

DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 

P.O.  BOX  25047 

DENVER,  CO  80225 


"0 

c 

■Ml 

o 

0) 

3 

a 

0) 


m 

0 

a> 

H 

ro  > 

"0 

<=  H 

m 

S 

12  m 

>o 

O 

2: 

5o 

h  -n 

<: 

o 
o 

o 

O 

00 

-&. 

o 

rv> 

H 

<=  0 

FICIAL  BUSINE 
Y  FOR  PRIVATE  U 

0) 

en 

00 

o 
c 

Ex 

H 
o 

en 
CD 

Z) 

O 
oo 
m 

0 
00 

H 

O 
H 

O 

EPARTMENT 
OF  LAND  MANA 

m  0) 

a 

T1 
T| 

b 

SO 

CO 

o 

m 

mH 

o 

HE  INTERIOR 
NT 

> 


CD 

0) 

0) 

SB 

(3 
o 

5" 


\ 


C 

c/> 

0 

"1  — 

"o  3 

>  O 

x  </> 

-1  r< 

3) 

5  > 

z  m 

Z 
O 

^  m 

O 

£c/> 

^1 

m  -j) 

-  > 

35 

m 

3 

O 

3J 

